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ABSTRACT
Nonindustrial private forest (NIPF) land is a significant resource in the
Southeastern United States. Private, nonindustrial sources own approximately 77% of
the forested land in the Southern Appalachian Region . A high percentage of these
ownerships are 400 acres or less in size (Barrett 1995). Because of the increase in
small land ownerships and issues like high-grading, regulation of land-use, and pressure
from special interest groups, there is a pressing need for good stewardship of private
lands.
Extension education and outreach programs are one way to facilitate a working
relationship between forestry and wildlife professionals and the private sector. However,
without an understanding of the impact of educational programming directed toward
NIPF landowners, and direct knowledge about whether or not NIPF landowners are even
being reached by intended programming, our best efforts to reach NIPF landowners may
miss the mark, resulting in the inefficient use of money, time, and resources.
The Extension Service has used forestry, wildlife, and fisheries (FWF) field days
as one vehicle for information transfer. A methodology for the evaluation of FWF field
days was developed, tested and used at three field days in Tennessee in the spring,
summer, and fall of 1998. This research model evaluated the human dimensions of
FWF Extension field days by analyzing participant characteristics, behaviors ,
perceptions, and attitudes.
The evaluation model formulated for this project is divided into two integral parts ,
process and content. The process deals with the implementation of the survey
instrument. A successful implementation process requires (1) Full integration of the
evaluation into the field day plan , (2) Good communication with personnel, (3) Evaluator
involvement in the registration process, (4) A field tour with van transportation for

participants, (5) Van driver involvement with the implementation procedure, and (6)
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Central location for registration.
The content deals with the survey instrument used, data collection , and the
resulting analysis. Specific educational programs at each of the three field days were
evaluated using a pre/post survey format to measure knowledge. The pre-test was
distributed in the field before participants viewed the programs. The post-test was
distributed as part of a mail survey sent out six weeks after the field day event. Mail
surveys were conducted using the Dillman four-wave method (1978). Questionnaires
were sent to all participants who filled out a pre-test. Of the 320 participants originally
involved in the field day evaluation, 222 returned completed mail questionnaires for a
final response rate of 69.4%. Descriptive statistics were used to organize the data.
Most respondents were Tennessee residents (98.2%), and male (79.7%). The
majority of respondents had a college degree, (65%) and most annual incomes
averaged over $30,000 per year (79%). The highest percentage of respondents (19.2%)
was retired, 18.6% were foresters, 10.2% were teachers, and 7.8% were students. Just
over half (52.1%) of all respondents were forest landowners, 35.2% were resource
professionals, and 1.4% were timber contractors. Over half (58.3%) of the field day
participants reported that they were involved in forest management on their land, 25%
on other private land, 16% on public land, and 5% on industry land. Less than half
(37%) of respondents indicated that they or someone in their household worked in a
forestry or wildlife related field.
Most respondents learned about the FWF field days through University of
Tennessee personnel (36.1%), or from "Other" sources (28.7%). A small percentage
(1 3.0%) said they would change their management practices, some respondents
(31.5%) indicated that they might change their management, and 26.9% said they would
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not change their management practices as a result of attending the FWF field day.
When asked whether or not they expected to attend future field day events, 85.8% of
respondents said they would. Some respondents (34%) had not attended a field day
program before. Field days were the type of forestry education program of most interest
to participants (84.3%), followed by demonstrations (64.4%), on-site visits with forestry
professionals (60.2%), and seminars (29.2%).
Pre-post tests indicated that most participant knowledge levels were not affected
as a result of exposure to the educational programs. A large percentage of participants
who were landowners were also resource professionals. This indicates that the reason
why most people did not learn new information as a result of the field day may be
because they already had a good deal of background knowledge about the educational
topics and were not learning anything new. In order to test this, landowners that were
not resource professionals were separated from the general data set, but results for this
group did not differ greatly from the entire population who filled out both surveys.
The reason there was no change in knowledge level is still unclear. It is possible
that the Extension Service is missing the true target population of NIPF landowners who
have not been previously exposed to educational programs. This may explain why there
was little knowledge change in landowners that were not also resource professionals.
However, results also indicate that most participants are enjoying themselves at FWF
field days and want to continue attending the events. The model for evaluation
developed for this study was successful in rendering valid results, and can be used to
gain further understanding into FWF field day participants and relative program success.
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CHAPTER 1
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Introduction
Non-industrial private forest (NIPF) land is a significant resource in the
Southeastern United States. In Tennessee alone, over 90% (12.9* million acres) of
forestland is privately owned (Tennessee Forestry Association undated). Much of the
NIPF land-base is in poor condition as a result of improper logging practices in the past.
There is also an increasing problem with NIPF land fragmentation. The implications for
forest management on NIPF land are serious.
More landowners with different education levels and diverse backgrounds own
smaller units of the forested land-base. In 1978 Tennessee had 224 thousand private
ownership units (individual and corporate) containing 13.8 million acres of forested land
(Birch 1997). In 1994 Tennessee had 475.9 thousand private ownership units (individual
and corporate) containing 11 .8 million acres (Birch 1997). This trend shows that there
are more NIPF landowners who individually control less acreage. If corporate
landowners are not included, 470,000 individual landowners owned 8.7 million acres of
forested land in Tennessee in 1993 (Birch 1997). Of this 8.7 million acres, 857 thousand
acres was in ownership units of 1 - 9 acres. The vast majority of ownerships (469,100)
were under 500 acres (Birch 1997).
Fragmentation trends are obvious nationwide. Private forest landowners hold
approximately 423.8 million acres (58%) of the national forested land-base (Powell and
others 1993 in Birch 1997). The number of NIPF landowners increased by 28 percent in
the United States, from 7.8 million in 1978 to 9.9 million in 1994 (Birch 1996). In the
United States 95 percent of NIPF landowners own less than 100 acres, and 60 percent
own less than 1O acres (Kuhns, Brunson, and Roberts 1998).

Increased land-fragmentation because of smaller ownership units makes
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management planning for these landowners problematic but no less necessary. Without
proper management of NIPF lands, timber production, wildlife habitat, water quality and
recreation resources will degrade. Birch (1997) remarks, "The implications of changing
ownership patterns are significant. The yearly transition to many new forest-land owners
makes it difficult to impart information about management activities such as stewardship
programs."
Forest ownership fragmentation is not the only problem concerning NIPF
landowners and the resource professionals working with them. The condition of most
private forests in the East is poor. In the Southeast highgrading has become a serious
implication for the management of forested stands. Nyland (1992) states, " ... many
landowners began to cut the largest (dominant and codominant) and the best trees,
leaving behind depleted and poorly stocked stands ill-suited to sustain high levels of
future (timber) production." However, recent surveys indicate that timber production is
not the primary objective for most NIPF landowners (Baldwin 1991). These holdings are
expected to provide most of the future timber supply from this area, particularly
hardwood, but they must also accommodate demands for recreation, wildlife habitat,
water supply, and grazing, (Kurtz 1981). A stand in highgraded condition (see Nyland's
description above) is not optimal for any type of management, regardless of the goal in
question.
Reaching NIPF landowners with educational information is important considering
the state of most NIPF lands in the South and the demands for timber, recreation ,
wildlife, water and grazing. Education should be directed toward bringing NIPF land
under proper management through a forest management or stewardship plan. As Birch

(1997) says, " ... watchful monitoring and good stewardship are needed to maintain the
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productivity of forested ecosystems for future generations."
Considerable research has been conducted on NIPF landowners in the past, but
few studies have focused on Tennessee. The high percentage of Tennessee's forests in
NIPF ownership indicates a need to gain more understanding about that population. In
order to identify some of the research needs associated with NIPF's in Tennessee,
twenty-one (21) forestry professionals in Tennessee were interviewed in 1997-98
(Graham 1999). These professionals represented industry, agencies, consultants, and
the Department of Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries at the University of Tennessee.

'

Informational needs of professional foresters were assessed by asking them : (1) What
information about NIPF landowners would be valuable to you? (2) What are your
concerns about private forest lands in Tennessee, and (3) What would you like to know
about forest owners and their views toward forest management? (Graham 1999). Areas
identified by resource professionals where more information on NIPF landowners in
Tennessee is needed were : (1) landowner's knowledge of forestry, (2) awareness and
attitudes toward foresters, (3) how to reach landowners, (4) attitudes toward severance
taxes, (5) regulations and incentives, and (6) harvesting practices. Identifying wildlife
management goals of landowners was also an area of interest.
Many of the research needs directly relate to the education of private
landowners. Consequently, current programs used to educate landowners about forest,
wildlife, and fisheries resource management need to be evaluated. Extension faculty at
the University of Tennessee pointed out at a Departmental retreat (June 1998) that they
would like to know the types of information wanted and needed by landowners and how
this information might be best delivered for acceptance (information transfer). According
to the Extension faculty, little research is currently available in Tennessee that evaluates

the types of programs offered at field days and other venues by Extension and natural
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resource professionals.

Statement of the Problem
Much of the NIPF land-base is already in poor condition as a result of improper
logging practices in the past. Coupled with the increasing problem of ownership
fragmentation , this indicates a need for an evaluation model to aid in the development of
educational programs to meet the needs and wants of NIPF landowners. Education is
an integral part of the answer to increased forest management on NIPF owned lands.
Without an understanding of the impact of educational programming directed toward
NIPF landowners, and direct knowledge about whether or not NIPF landowners are even
being reached by intended programming , our best efforts to reach NIPFs may miss the
mark, resulting in the inefficient use of money, time and resources. In order to have an
efficient educational program, an understanding of the attending population
(demographics), what they know and what they hope to learn, what they want and need,
and what effect the program has on them , is necessary. Developing a model that will
effectively evaluate NIPF educational programs is the primary objective in this study.
While NIPF landowners may be the largest population affecting forest
management, others play a major role as well , such as loggers, wood buyers and
recreationists. The Extension Service has long been the traditional vehicle for reaching
"the people" who influence the condition of forest land as well as helping them to make
decisions that will ensure long-term sustainability (Barden, Jones, and Biles 1996). The
Extension Service is based on a belief that "human progress could be enhanced if
research results were translated into lay language and made available to individuals,

who would then be able to make better informed decisions," (Barden, Jones, and Biles
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1996).
Many Extension programs rely largely on the "diffusion of innovations" model
described by Rogers (1983). This model breaks the acceptance of new practices into
five stages: awareness/knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation, and
confirmation. Does this work? Andrews (1983) states, "Extension must be able to
defend who and how people are being served. It also needs to document that programs
are achieving positive results." Evaluation of Extension programs is an efficient way to
achieve this goal. The processes involved with a successful evaluation can identify
needs and aid in the development of more relevant programming. The information
gathered from an evaluation can also be used to personalize local service and improve
effectiveness (Andrews 1983).
Andrews (1983) suggests that evaluations can contribute to three Extension
functions: program development, organizational management, and public relations. She
suggests that emphasis is needed equally across the three . Evaluation can help to
develop and redefine programs that may not be achieving the desired level of impact
upon participants. An assessment of effectiveness is always beneficial in determining
whether or not an educational program is reaching its goals. Organizational
management can benefit from evaluation of whether program benefits outweigh the
costs. If the program in question is not efficient it may be beneficial to redirect energy,
time and funding into a more equitable approach. Accountability is also necessary in
Extension. Competition for both public and private funding is continually increasing.
Andrews (1983) believes that concrete evidence of how individuals or groups are
benefiting from Extension can be a powerful promotion tool, perhaps useful in attracting
new audiences to programs.

The Extension Service needed a methodology for Forestry, Wildlife, and
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Fisheries (FWF) field day evaluation. They also needed more information about NIPF
landowners in Tennessee (their target population for FWF field days). It is possible (and
often optimal) to collect data on the population of interest while developing a model for
the evaluation. By using this method, an evaluation can be customized to the situation,
important information about the population being evaluated can be gained, and the
effectiveness of the program under scrutiny can be measured.

Research Questions

The primary goal of this study is to develop a model for evaluation of Forestry, Wildlife
and Fisheries Extension field days. This model has two integral parts: process and
content. The first is concerned with the process of conducting an evaluation.
Process
•

How does one effectively involve participants in the evaluation process?

•

What procedures and steps are needed to gather information from participants?

•

How do you implement the procedure with minimum burden on staff and
participants?

The second part of the model is evaluation content. What types of information are
needed to effectively evaluate programs? What questions need to be addressed? The
evaluation model developed for this study addresses the following questions related to
content.
Content
•

Who is attending Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries Field Day events?
(demographics) - Are we reaching the population we have targeted? (NIPFs)

•

What are their attitudes regarding forestry and wildlife management issues?

•

What do they already know? (general knowledge about forestry and wildlife
management)

•

What would they hope to learn? (why did they come?)

•

What are they learning from the programs? (pre/post)

•

How do they feel about the field day programs? (what more do they want?)
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Approach
Program evaluations were conducted at three Forestry, Wildlife, and Fisheries
(FWF) field days for the Cooperative Extension Service (Extension) at the University of
Tennessee. The first of these field days was the Forestry & Wildlife Celebration held at
the Oak Ridge Experiment Station in Oak Ridge, TN on April 23, 1998. The second field
day was the Forestry, Wildlife & Fisheries Forest Stewardship Field Day held at the
Farmhouse Gallery and Gardens in Unicoi, TN on June 4, 1998. The third and final field
day was the Chickasaw State Forest, Forest & Wildlife Celebration held at the
Chickasaw State Forest near Henderson, TN on October 8, 1998.
Specific educational programs at each field day were evaluated using a pre/post
survey format. Pre-survey cards with program-specific questions were distributed to
program attendees prior to viewing the programs under evaluation. A follow-up card
was distributed after the programs were over, asking participants to rate the utility level
of the programs on-site. A name and address card was included to collect information
for the distribution of a mail survey. The mail survey was administered approximately six
weeks after the field day. The survey cards and the mail survey, including the pre/post
tests were developed to answer the research questions listed earlier. The post-test
knowledge questions were included in the mail survey, and consisted of the same
questions asked on the pre-survey card .
The field days held at Oak Ridge and Unicoi were used as pilot tests for
improving the implementation of the survey instrument. Few changes were made in the
survey instrument itself, although some questions were added to the Chickasaw mail

8
survey. Data collected from the pre-test at Oak Ridge and Unicoi were not analyzed and
no pre/post analysis was conducted for these two field days. Results from the on-site
assessment of utility (program usefulness) and the mail survey for all three field days are
presented in Chapter 4. Mail survey data from Oak Ridge, Unicoi and Chickasaw were
incorporated for the final mail survey analysis.
This study focused on the development of an efficient field day evaluation model
for the Extension Service (FWF field days) with an emphasis on NIPF landowners and is
based on field observation and an analysis of data collected at the three field days and
through the mail surveys. Further implications of this data in relation to Extension
programming (effectiveness of and opinions about materials presented) as well as the
impact (Pre/Post testing) of FWF field days on NIPF landowners and other populations
who attended the field day programs under evaluation are also discussed in this study.

CHAPTER2
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Literature Review
The following review of literature examines research focusing on education
methodology and evaluation techniques in Extension as well as related NIPF literature.
Literature about NIPF owners specifically (i.e. not dealing with evaluation) will be
discussed separately from material focusing on evaluation.

Review of NIPF Literature
An extensive descriptive research on NIPF landowners exists, but some find fault
with the nature of this research. The bulk of NIPF owner related literature has
concerned timber production, and to a lesser extent the individual owner's goals
(Baldwin 1991). As a result of the focus on timber, few studies actually focus on the
landowner themselves, but rather on their potential contribution to the timber resource
base (Baldwin 1991). NIPF landowner research has not traditionally used standard
methods and techniques, but is often situation specific and not continuous over time or
regions. Sampling methods have been inconsistent. Theoretical work on owner's
behavior is also lacking. For this reason, valid generalizations about NIPF landowners
are few. The current research base for NIPF landowners is limited in scope (Baldwin
1991). Lack of adoption of practices by landowners has been viewed as their "problem ,"
without the consideration of possible other problems, such as technology transfer or
misguided educational programs. Non-industrial private landowners have a diversity of
needs and associated wants from their forestland. Kurtz (1981) calls for a "heightened
sensitivity to landowners' attitudes toward their forests, both in the design and delivery of
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assistance programs." Issues of major concern to landowners must be the focus of any
programming directed at reaching them.
Diversity in programming is needed because of the diversity in landowners.
Successful education cannot be achieved unl~ss the teacher knows and understands
the student (Kuhns, Brunson, and Roberts 1998). Much more information about NIPF
landowners is needed on a local level if education is to succeed. Given the extensive
amount of land in small ownership units, it logically follows that the ownership group

would be extremely diverse. Education directed at large landowners might not work well
for small landowners and vice versa.
Most forestland in the United States (58 percent) is owned by almost 1O million
non-industrial private forest landowners. White-collar workers, retirees, and blue-collar
workers have superseded farmers, whose primary source of income is production
agriculture, in ownership of forested land (Birch 1996). Educational programs that
primarily target farmers are based on a model that is now out of date (Barden, Jones,
and Biles 1996). Barden, Jones, and Biles (1996) also note that in survey after survey,
landowners have indicated a preference toward education over other programs as a
means to encourage woodland management.
Many landowners are not being reached by education. The Extension system
must be ready to change and to develop innovative ways of reaching a diversity of NIPF
landowners, as well as the general public and call for redirection in the Extension system
(Barden, Jones, and Biles 1996). Egan and Jones (1993) also call for innovative
methods for distribution and diffusion of educational materials saying that landowners
must have some rudimentary knowledge of forests and forestry, or their land ethic will
not be translated into responsible actions.
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Bliss et. al. (1994) argues convincingly that NIPF landowners are not significantly
different from the general public. They suggest that the aim of education should not be
focused on NIPF landowners specifically but rather on the general public as a whole,
stating "it is in the public arena that the future of American forestry is being determined"
(p.10). They believe that NIPFs are simply a subset of the general public and that
understanding this is integral to any outreach program. In Tennessee, findings indicate
that NIPF landowners in that state are diverse and not easily characterized in a
summary format (Graham 1999). Bliss et. al. (1994) uses Kurt Vonnegut's term
"granfalloon," a group of people erroneously thought to hold much in common, to
describe NIPF landowners. He maintains that concentrating purely on the NIPF
landowner will do little to improve forest management of private lands. A more effective
outreach program might target the population as a whole, the most accessible
population, or the population most likely to absorb educational information first and
distribute that information to other members of the community (i.e. diffusion of
innovations).
Brunson et. al. (1996) would agree, reporting that results from his survey showed
that NIPF landowners were not terribly different from the general public. However, he
did find that NIPF landowners tended to engage in environmentalist behaviors, which he
describes as purchasing "green" products or contributing to interest groups. He
maintains that this may make them more likely to have an interest in ecosystem
management. However, in agreement with Bliss's (1994) survey, he found that NIPF
owners tended to seek a balance between the right to manage property (including
harvesting trees) and the obligations to be a good land steward for future generations.
Brunson (1996) found that while NIPF landowners were intrigued by the concept of
ecosystem management, they wanted more information. Many stated that they would

like to view a demonstration project. Demonstration is recommended as an effective
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method of education only if project organizers build partnerships that reflect the regional
ownership mix.
Extension education is one probable vehicle for promoting better management
on private forested land and encouraging landscape scale objectives across ownerships.
However, Extension foresters need to collaborate with each other and also with the
broad forestry community (Jones 1994). Jones and Finley (1993) argue that traditional
approaches directed at reaching NIPF owners have not worked. Much of their work has
focused on raising the level of forestry awareness of all citizens, not just landowners,
although individual NIPF landowners were still targeted for technical assistance. They
maintain that this approach reflects the Extension philosophy and practice.
One approach to reaching NIPF landowners with educational materials is to
identify target audiences within the larger population of interest. Rather than targeting
the general public, and hoping to reach landowners within that public, targeting groups
within the larger landowner group can be more efficient (Birch and Pywell 1986). Birch
and Pywell (1986) based their targeting criteria on (1) ownership characteristics ,
objectives, and attitudes, and (2) facts concerning harvest and utilization of forest
products. They suggest that size of ownership influences willingness to manage
forestland economically. They also mention that farm and non-farm owners may have
varying degrees of interest in forestland management. Their survey findings do suggest
that timber management cannot be the only focus of programs directed toward
landowners.
Size of holding and management intensity (forestry investment) are positively
related (Straka, Wisdom, and Moak 1984). A NIPF landowner with non-timber
objectives will achieve an optimum size of forest at a lower acreage than owners who

have timber production as a main objective. In other words, it takes less acreage to
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satisfy non-timber goals than it does when timber is the primary objective. Straka,
Wisdom, and Moak (1984) hypothesize that total non-timber benefits are likely to remain
essentially unchanged following a harvest of only part of the total forest for landowners
of large tracts. They believe that forest landowners with large holdings tend to manage
their land more intensively than owners of small tracts. Therefore, educational needs for
small and large landowners may be different.
Foresters have constructed an image of the non-industrial private landowner
based on their own belief that NIPF owners are part of the forestry community and
distinct from the general public (Jones, Luloff, and Finley 1995). Forestry professionals
often characterize NIPF owners as "rural dwelling, land-connected, antienvironmentalist, timber-oriented and fervent about individual property rights," (Jones,
Luloff, and Finley 1995 p.41 ). The authors consider these to be "myths" associated with
NIPF owners in the forestry community (1995). Facing these myths and re-evaluating
the NIPF "situation" in more realistic terms is going to be necessary if the wants and
needs of this diverse group are to be met by those that work with (and for) NIPF
landowners.
The average landowner today is well-educated, white-collar or retired, and either
nonresident or of urban, non-farm origin (Jones, Luloff, and Finley 1995). The majority
of NIPF landowners are sympathetic to environmentalist viewpoints. Most NIPF owners
are not particularly timber-oriented and that most seem willing to accept some sort of
regulation, provided the justification is environmental protection (Jones, Luloff, and
Finley 1995).
Jones, Luloff, and Finley (1995) also note that many foresters want to defend the
"myth" that large landowners are different from small landowners. They disagree, and

maintain that most foresters' opinions regarding NIPF owners tend to be incorrect,
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agreeing with Bliss (1994), who suggested that foresters "spend less time defending
unpopular practices and more time demonstrating practices which satisfy silvicultural
and environmental goals in socially acceptable ways." As long as we base our outreach
programs on the "mythical" landowner, we will not realize the full potential of education .
Haymond (1988) theorized that within the NIPF owner population, there were
potential "early adapters", referred to by sociologists as opinion leaders, key
communicators, influentials, or information gatekeepers. Diffusion of innovations theory
suggests that successful education can be achieved by reaching these early adapters.
Foresters may have higher success with NIPF owners if they identify and work with the
early adapters who may influence others in their community (Haymond 1988).
Differences in landowners with regard to size of land holdings are possible, but
prejudice toward small landowners who may also be opinion leaders in their community
is detrimental. Emphasizing timber production may not be wise because forest
landowners are likely to reap multiple benefits from their land holdings, not only
economic (Haymond 1988).
Martinson (1998) cited the following barriers that prevented communities in her
study from reaching sustainability goals: stakeholders with low expectations of success
or did not believe the program could provide useful recommendations; the issues
addressed were too broad, complex or lengthy; leadership and commitment in the
community were lacking or poor; and stakeholders were too polarized to reach census.
She states that if citizens do not see a need for change , they did not change regardless
of the method of education distribution. A discrepancy between a respondent's stated
intention and their subsequent action may exist (Turner, Finley, and Kingsley 1977).
Their study showed that owners do not have firmly fixed intentions, but that profitability
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of harvesting is a major determinant of attitudes. However, Baldwin (1991) cited several
studies which suggested that NIPF owners' communication and information needs imply
a significant relationship between knowledge of forest management and the adoption of

management practices, suggesting that educational programming should have a positive
effect in general. More understanding of NIPF landowners at a local level may aid in the
development of adequate programming for education.

Evaluation and Education Methodology
Cubbage, Risbrudt, and Skinner (1987) described the evaluations of state
forestry programs that had been conducted in the past. They state that none of the
previous evaluations specifically evaluated effectiveness of forestry assistance or social
returns to public programming. However, they mention that in general, technical forestry
assistance programs leads to better forest management. Their evaluation of public
forestry assistance in Georgia found that without technical assistance from a
professional, most forest landowners are not aware of the volume or value of the timber
they own or sell. The authors only mentioned non-commodity returns from forestland
ownership briefly and without detail.
While the ideal outcome would be a change in audience behavior as a result of
an educational program, influencing the intention of the target audience may be all that
planners can realistically hope for (Tyson, Broderick, and Snyder 1998). Tyson ,
Broderick, and Snyder (1998) state "The most important determinants of intent to plan
are anticipated personal consequences and anticipated community consequences,"
(p.37). The only way to effectively market a program is to target a specific audience.
Tours and field days can be used to target the family and friends of the true target
audience (NIPF landowners) because their opinions are a motivating force. Research
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into audience motivations and intentions can influence program design and improve the
effectiveness of outreach programs (Tyson, Broderick, and Snyder 1998).
Extension should take a proactive approach to evaluation, creating mechanisms
for the organization to question itself. Evaluation research can improve and influence
program design and outreach in general, but it can also be useful in improving public
relations and organizational management as well as program development (Andrews
1983). Extension can become more accountable by emphasizing evaluation across all

areas of concern, no longer focusing the majority of resources on program development.
Pigg (1980) identified the following reasons for program evaluation in Extension:
(1 ) Identify the needs of clients and/or future clients, (2) Help choose among alternative
program activities, (3) Improve program effectiveness or help management, (4)
Demonstrate program accountability, (5) Decide whether to begin, continue, expand,
"certify," or modify a program, and (6) Obtain evidence to rally support for or opposition
against a program. Because Extension does not have the resources to do everything
and please everyone, the odds of doing something and pleasing someone can be
greatly increased by allocating resources to demonstrably effective programs. Needed
accountability is grounds for future development and research into new evaluation
models (Pigg 1980).
Stake (in Madaus, 1983) states, "the basic task for an evaluator is to make a
comprehensive statement of what the program is observed to be, with useful references
to the satisfaction and dissatisfaction that appropriately selected people feel toward it,"
(p. 291). He also mentions that every evaluation is different. Evaluations that perform a
service are most effective hence the evaluator must decide to whom the evaluation is
directed. In other words, the evaluation should be useful to specifically recognized

persons. The evaluator should try to learn and understand the interests of his

17

audiences.
Rivera, Bennett and Walker (1983) write, "Recent models suggest that evaluation
is a part of each phase of programming. Different authors divide the overall
programming process into different phases, or title the phases differently ... all models
deal with the questions of deciding what kind of program to have, then how to conduct it,
and finally deciding on improvements, " (p.17). An impact study should somehow assess
a program's final consequences. There are differing opinions on how this should be
approached. Dave (in Rivera, Bennett, and Walker 1983) divides evaluations of
program products (results) into those concerned with examining short-term program
results and those concerned with examining longer-term results.
Rivera, Bennett and Walker (1983) incorporate three levels of program results
into their resource:
•

Educational results: these include changes in clientele knowledge, attitudes, skills
and aspirations.

•

Practice results: these include clientele patterns of behavior, actions or
performance stemming from educational results.

•

End results: these include the consequences or impacts of program-induced
educational and/or practice results.

Rivera (1982) constructs a pyramid composed of program evaluation users from the top
down:
•

Policy Makers
• Policy Administrators
• Program Leaders
• Program Staff
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Users in the higher part of the pyramid have less need for information of practice results
and even less need for information on educational results. Conversely, users in the
lower part of the pyramid have a greater need for information on educational and
practice results. They also have less need for information regarding end results.
Program leaders and program staff are more in need of evidence on educational and
practice results because these are more useful for making judgements regarding the
extent to which a program is exhibiting effective and efficient progress toward reaching
the desired end results (Rivera, Bennett and Walker 1983).
Knowles (1970) simplifies the evaluation process in 4 steps:
1. Formulate the questions to be answered
2. Collect the data that will help to answer the questions
3. Analyze the data and interpret them in relation to the questions asked
4. Propose modifications of the plans, operations, and programs in light of the
findings
Claude Bennett and Kay Rockwell (1994) have also developed a model for the
evaluation of Extension Service programs entitled, Targeting Outcomes of Programs
(TOP): An Integrated Approach to Planning and Evaluation. The TOP evaluation
method uses a single model to target outcomes, track the extent to which they are
achieved, and evaluate program performance toward achieving them, (p.1). TOP is

designed to address specific areas of concern; to help educators: assess specific needs,
issues, and program opportunities; target social, economic, environmental, and other
outcomes; design programs to achieve targeted outcomes; track the extent to which
targeted outcomes are achieved; and evaluate program performance toward achieving
targeted outcomes, (p.1).
TOP consists of ten steps, listed below:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
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Accept an assignment to address a strategic need/issue area.
Network with customers, stakeholders, and specialists to assess the areas
specific needs, issues, and program opportunities.
Envision desired social, economic, and environmental conditions and identify
specific practice use necessary to achieve these conditions.
Recruit program partners as appropriate in order to achieve necessary practice
use.
Target specific social, economic, environmental, and other outcomes/impacts.
Design and assess program strategy, activities, and resources to achieve impact
targets.
Select indicators and plan their use to track the extent that outcome targets are
achieved.
Plan program performance evaluation to identify the programs contribution
toward achieving the outcome targets.
Implement the extension program, track outcomes, and evaluate program
performance.
Utilize outcome tracking and program performance evaluation in accountability
reporting and subsequent programming.
The TOP model of Extension Programming (Figure A), is based on the

assumption that most programs adhere to the same basic hierarchy which suggests that
program planning first target SEEC-social, economic, and environmental conditions-then the practices deemed necessary for the desired outcome and the KASAknowledge, attitudes, skills, and aspirations-needed for implementation of the practices.
According to the model, staff would then target the reactions needed to ensure
participation in program activities and also, the resources necessary to support the
activities, (Bennett and Rockwell 1994, 2). In program performance, staff expend
targeted resources in order to conduct the program activities intended and obtain
targeted participation with positive reactions, (p.2). Ideally, program participants would
have acquired the targeted KASA and this would lead to the adoption of practices. The
use of those practices would then lead to the desired SEEC outcome.

Relationship of the Literature to Methodology
The current study primarily followed the methodology discussed by Rivera, Bennett and
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SEEC
PRACTICES
KASA
REACTIONS
ACTIVITIES
PARTICIPATION

SEEC:

KASA:

S=Social

K=Knowledge

E=Economic

A=Attitude

E=Environmental

S=Ski/1

C=Conditions

A=Aspiration

Figure A: TOP Model of Extension Programming

Walker (1983) , Knowles (1970) and Bennett and Rockwell (1994) in developing a
specific evaluation model for Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries field days. Knowles' (1970)
four evaluation steps were followed in this study. The research questions are discussed
both in the introduction (Chapter 1) and in the methodology (Chapter 3). Data were
collected using a survey instrument discussed in detail in Chapter 3. Analysis of the
data was directed toward answering the research questions and is presented in the
results section (Chapter 4). Proposed modifications of the plans, operations, and
programs in light of the findings are presented in Chapter 5.
This evaluation also included an impact study. An impact study should somehow
assess the final consequences of the program (Rivera, Bennett and Walker 1983).

Assessing the final consequences or impact for this study was directly related to
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improving program designs or purposes as described by Stufflebeam {1971) . In order
to better assess and achieve intended clientele benefits (evaluations of program
products) this study included two pilot tests (Oak Ridge and Unicoi).
The pyramid presented by Rivera (1982) separates program leaders and staff
from policy makers and policy administrators, stating that they have different needs from
an evaluation. This study was mainly concerned with the needs of program managers
and staff. Therefore the focus was on providing information about educational results
such as changes in clientele knowledge, attitudes, skills and aspirations (Rivera, Bennett
and Walker 1983).
This research was also based on the model developed by Bennett and Rockwell
{1994) . We employed the design to evaluate forestry education at field days held by the
Extension Service. This project does not attempt to track the adoption of practices {i.e.
end results) because the situation dynamics did not afford the time or the resources that
would be necessary for that sort of analysis. Rather, we focused on analyzing and
recording the knowledge and attitudes of program participants concerning the specific
programming and also concerning general natural resource issues.

CHAPTER3
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Methods

Clarification of the General Evaluation Procedure

The primary goal of this research is to develop a model for evaluation of Forestry,
Wildlife, and Fisheries Extension field days. This model has two integral parts: process
and content, as described on page eight. The evaluation model (process) was
perfected in the field, based on experiences at Oak Ridge and Unicoi, and the final
model was tested at Chickasaw in October 1998. This chapter will deal with process,
and Chapter 4 will deal with content. The survey instrument will be described first,
followed by a separate description of each of the three field days.

Instrumentation

The survey instrument used in this project was designed from a collective
analysis of past survey studies regarding attitude measurement and general
questionnaire design. Data were collected via pre-test at three different field day events
(Oak Ridge, Unicoi and Chickasaw) and from subsequent mail surveys.
Pre-Test
On the day of the field day event, participants were asked to complete a pre-test
assessing their knowledge about some forestry, wildlife and fisheries management
issues to be presented in the educational programs they would attend that day.
Questions were based on interviews with program presenters, field day coordinators and
Extension personnel. Questions were designed to (1) test the prior knowledge level of
participants about the forestry and wildlife management issues being presented
(general) , and (2) find out what participants learned from the educational programs they
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attended by matching pre-test responses with a subsequent post-test. Knowledge pre-

tests were presented to participants on brightly colored card stock, one-half page in size,
with questions on the front and back. The pre-tests were distributed with pencils before
participants attended the educational programs to be evaluated.
On-site evaluation of utility (Program usefulness)

An evaluation card assessing how much useful information participants thought
the programs contained was distributed immediately after they attended the educational
presentations under evaluation. The level of utility was measured using a Likert-scale
from one to five for each individual presentation, one representing the least amount of
useful information presented and five representing the most. These cards had the same
format and dimensions as the pre-tests and were collected as soon as they had been
completed. General results from this data collection were included in this report (see
Chapter 4). A Name and Address Card was attached to this card and was also collected
immediately. The participant list generated from the information on these cards was
used to conduct the subsequent mail survey.

Mail Questionnaire
Six weeks after each field day event, participants were sent a follow-up mail
survey. The mail surveys used for all three field days (Appendix D) were developed
following a review of past studies. The knowledge post-test was included in the mail
survey and repeated the same questions that had been asked on the pre-survey at the
field day, before participants were exposed to any educational programs. Questions
differed slightly for all three field days, but overall survey design remained constant.
Several questions were added to the Chickasaw mail survey as a result of the evolution
of the evaluation procedure but still remained consistent with the goals of the previous
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two questionnaires (Appendix A). The survey process was modeled after the four-wave
mail survey described by Dillman (1978).
Mail survey questions* generally fall under one of the following categories:
•

General assessment of participant's level of knowledge about forest and wildlife
management practices, (e.g. "Most forests in Tennessee are: (Check one) Evenaged, Uneven-aged, Don't know).

•

General assessment of the perception participants had about forest and wildlife
management, (e.g. "Do you object to the practice of clearcutting? If YES, what are
the main reasons for your objection?").

•

Pre/post knowledge assessment (i.e. Matching responses from the pre-test with
responses from the post-test to detect any changes in knowledge level).

•

Assessment of participant perception regarding field day activities and also any
preferences the participants might have as to how educational information from
Extension should be dispersed, (e.g. "What type(s) of information or assistance
would be helpful to you regarding managing your forest land?").

•

Demographic questions, (e.g. "Are you a resident of Tennessee?").

First Wave
All participants who attended the field day at Chickasaw and Unicoi and all
participants attending the educational field tours at Oak Ridge were mailed a cover letter
describing the study (Appendix D) , the questionnaire, and a pre-addressed and postagepaid return envelope. The cover letter informed participants that confidentiality of their
responses would be strictly maintained. The questionnaires were sent using first class
mail (Dillman 1978) but were returned in pre-printed envelopes using bulk mailing rates.
* See Appendix D for a comprehensive list of mail survey questions and options.
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All questionnaires were coded with an identification number corresponding to the identity
of the participant. Participant identification was necessary to initiate follow-up contacts
with those participants who had not returned the questionnaire (Dillman 1978).
Second Wave
Two weeks following the original mailing, a reminder postcard was mailed to all
participants who had not yet returned their questionnaires. The postcard served as a
thank-you for those who had already returned their questionnaires in the time it took for
the card to reach them, and a reminder to those who had not yet returned their surveys
(Dillman 1978).
Third Wave
Two to four weeks after the second wave (four to six weeks after the original
mailing), non-respondents were sent a second questionnaire. Accompanying the
questionnaire was a slightly altered cover letter urging participants to return the
completed questionnaire (Dillman 1978) (Appendix D).
Fourth Wave
The final follow-up contact was mailed two weeks after the third wave was
mailed. This mailing consisted of a second reminder postcard, sent only to nonrespondents (Appendix D) . This differed from the mail survey method described by
Dillman (1978), as he recommends that the last contact should consist of a third and
final questionnaire mailing to all non-respondents, along with a brief and urgent cover
letter, sent by certified mail. However, the budgetary constraints of this research allowed
only for the substitution of the final questionnaire mailing with a reminder postcard.

Coding System
The survey cards used at Oak Ridge, Unicoi, and Chickasaw were coded using a
fill in the blank question asking for the participant's zip code and the day and month of

their birth. This procedure allowed the matching of the pre-surveys with the cards
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assessing program usefulness, and the name and address cards . Each name and
address on the list generated during the field days was given another, different code
number that was used to code the mail surveys and to keep track of who the
respondents were, without directly connecting them to any of the information they had
previously given us. It also kept the mail survey responses confidential by separating
the name and address list from the data. The coding system provided a way to
successfully connect all responses by computer without compromising the confidentiality
of the respondents.
Human Subjects Research Compliance
This research involving human subjects was approved by the Office of Research
Compliances and the Department of Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries at the University of
Tennessee, Knoxville. Informed consent (Research Administration 1993) was
considered obtained from all participants who voluntarily returned completed
questionnaires after they presumably read the cover letter attached to the questionnaire
(Appendix D) . The cover letter informed participants of the nature of the study and
provisions for confidentiality. Any information linking respondent questionnaire
responses, identification numbers, respondent names, addresses, and phone numbers
was kept strictly confidential.
Population
We attempted to conduct a census of all field day participants who were
attending the programs under evaluation. Some participants were missed however,
because of the general lack of control during survey distribution and collection. This lack
of control resulted from bad weather, crowded conditions , and difficulty in verifying the
specific field day activities of the participants.

Data Analysis Methods
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All data were analyzed using the SPSS 9.0 statistical software system (Norusis
1993). Data collected via pre-test (implemented on the day of the field day before
exposure to the program) were matched against data collected via post-test (mail
survey) by using the coding system described above. Comparative frequencies were
used to determine how many participants had changed their minds as a result of the
educational program they attended.
General questions on the mail survey that focused on land ownership
characteristics, demographics, level of general forestry and wildlife knowledge and
general opinion questions were evaluated by calculating frequencies for each item.
Questions that used a Likert-type scale (e.g. to determine level of program usefulness or
concern) were also evaluated using frequencies, but a mean calculation was included to
give an average score for those questions. Information collected from the survey-card
distributed immediately after the programs (to evaluate program usefulness) was also
evaluated using frequency distributions and mean ratings. These results were broken
down by individual presentation and presenter. In order to preserve the confidentiality of
the presenters, specific information is not given in this publication but a general
discussion of results is given in Chapter 4.

Implementation (Discussion)
Figure B summarizes the steps taken in evaluation implementation for the three
Forestry, Wildlife, and Fisheries field days involved in the study.
Forestry and Wildlife Celebration - Oak Ridge, TN
Surveys were developed to evaluate the field day in three ways: a pre-test

OAK RIDGE

UNICOI

CHICKASAW

2 field tours

Central location for all
presentations (no field
tours)

1 field tour with 3
presentations

Several presentations
Vans running to and
from field sites every 15
minutes
Field tours going on
simultaneously
Pre-surveys and pencils
distributed as
participants boarded
vans
Pre-surveys completed
in vans en route to field
sites
Pre-surveys collected at
field sites before
participants attended
presentations
Post-program
assessments and Name
and Address cards
distributed at van on site
(field) after participants
attended presentations
Post-Program
Assessments and Name
and Address cards
collected at registration
tent where participants
were given a free gift
(flagging)

Mail surveys were sent
to everyone who filled
out N & A cards, 6
weeks later

Central survey
distribution point
(registration tent- not
involved in registration
procedure)
Pre-surveys, Postprogram assessments,
Name and Address
cards, and pencils were
distributed at
registration tent as
participants arrived
Pre-surveys were to be
collected before
participants entered field
day
Post-program
assessments and N & A
cards to be collected at
registration tent as
participants were
leaving for a free gift
(flagging)
Mail surveys were sent
to everyone who filled
out N & A cards, 6
weeks later
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Evaluator in charge of
registration and survey
distribution (allowed for
a full census of
population attending
field day)
Vans left central area
and ran to field site
when they were full
Participants stayed with
the same van through
the entire tour
Pre-surveys and pencils
were distributed and
collected by van drivers
before leaving for field
tour (data control)
Post-program
assessments were
distributed by van
drivers after participants
attended finished field
tour
Participants were
dropped off at
registration tent to turn
in post-program
assessments for a free
gift (rain gauge)
Mail surveys were sent
to all field day attendees
Coding system allowed
pre/post matching for
field tour attendees

Fig. B: Evaluation Implementation Procedure for 3 FWF Field Days

consisting of general forestry and wildlife knowledge questions, a post-program
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evaluation consisting of Likert-scale questions assessing the perception of each
educational program, and a mail survey sent out 4-6 weeks after the field day. Names
and addresses were gathered for the mail survey using a name and address card
attached to the post-program assessment of utility.

Program Procedures
The field day evaluation was carried out in three waves in order to collect data
from two separate educational tours occurring simultaneously on that day. Each tour
offered a different series of educational presentations dealing with varied subject matter.
The two tours were given simultaneously in different locations on the Oak Ridge
Experiment Station. Participants interested in attending one or both of the tours met at a
central point (beside the registration tent) . The participants traveled by van, which ran
approximately every 15 minutes to the tour of interest.
Before the participants departed for the van , the first wave of surveys was
delivered to them. The survey cards and pencils were distributed to participants either
by hand as they boarded, or by one of the van drivers after everyone had boarded the
van . We assumed that attendees could fill out the pre-test in the van, before arriving at
the tour location. The drive up to the respective tour areas took approximately 10
minutes each way. The survey asked 10 general forestry and wildlife questions based
on subject matter to be discussed by the program presenters.
Once the participants arrived at their respective tour stops, a helper from the
Human Dimensions Research Lab was there to collect completed pre-surveys and hand
out the on-site evaluations measuring program usefulness. Participants were again
provided with pencils with the idea that they would fill out the cards on the way back to
the drop-off point at the registration tent, where researchers were waiting to collect them .

The name and address card was stapled to the cards measuring program usefulness.
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Both cards were to be completed and handed in at the registration tent. A free gift of
flagging was offered to all participants who turned in both their cards at the tent. The
problems encountered at the field day in Oak Ridge and the resulting modifications to
the evaluation procedure are discussed in detail in Chapter 5.

Forestry, Wildlife & Fisheries Forest Stewardship Field Day - Unicoi, TN
The evaluation instrument implemented at the field day in Unicoi county on June
4, 1998 was formulated in much the same manner as was the instrument for the field
day held in Oak Ridge. The field day evaluation was constructed to cover pre and post
questions for all the Forestry, Wildlife & Fisheries presentations given that day.
Program Procedures
No separate tours were given at the Unicoi field day, and so participants were
given both pre-surveys (asking 6 general forestry and wildlife questions based on
subject matter to be discussed by the program presenters) and the cards assessing
program usefulness immediately upon their arrival at the field day. Cards were
distributed to participants at the registration tent along with attached name and address
cards. We planned for participants to finish filling out the pre-survey while they were
standing at the registration tent, before attending the presentations. Participants were
instructed to tum in their cards assessing program usefulness and their name and
address cards at the registration tent, before leaving the field day. A free gift of flagging
was offered to those who returned their cards. The problems encountered at the field
*Note: Pre-survey data for Oak Ridge and Unicoi were not processed due to unreliability
in the collection procedure. An analysis of the on-site evaluation of program usefulness
for both field days is included in Chapter 4. Data collected from the mail surveys were
valid . Data from all three mail surveys were combined and comprehensively analyzed
(Chapter 4 and Appendix B).

day in Unicoi and my resulting modifications to the evaluation procedure are discussed
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in detail in Chapter 5.

Forest & Wildlife Celebration: Benefits for Everyone- Chickasaw State Forest
The evaluation instrument implemented at the field day at Chickasaw was
consistent with the two other field days and the overall project goals. The field day
evaluation was constructed to cover pre and post questions for all the Forestry, Wildlife

& Fisheries presentations given that day.
Program Procedures
There was only one field tour with three presentations at Chickasaw. The
presenters were positioned at three different sites on Chickasaw property, all in close
proximity. The sites corresponded with the topic of the presentations, as was the case
with the field tours at Oak Ridge. The presenters had chosen the sites themselves a few
weeks prior to the field day event. At that time, presenters and researchers discussed
survey implementation and provided input into survey question formulation .
Based on the Oak Ridge experience, more control was exerted in survey
implementation. One group of participants (a van full) would stay with the same van and
driver throughout the entire tour. I personally met with the van drivers the day before the
field day to discuss what they needed to do. Pencils and copies of both the pre-survey
and the utility assessment were placed in the vans. Van drivers were instructed to wait
until they had a full van to hand out the survey. At that point, they would instruct the
participants to please fill out the pre-survey (asking 17 general forestry and wildlife
questions based on subject matter to be discussed by the program presenters) before
starting the field tour. The drivers would then collect the surveys and embark on the
tour. The drivers delivered a group of participants to each stop in the tour respectively,
and then returned them to the common area located near the registration tent. Before

participants left the van (while they were still seated), drivers handed out the utility
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assessment and instructed the participants to please fill out the card and return it to the
registration tent where they would receive the free gift of flagging . For the Chickasaw
field day, rain gauges were also given as gifts of appreciation.
The evaluation process was combined with registration at Chickasaw in hopes of
mitigating the problems encountered with the registration confusion at Oak Ridge and
Unicoi. As was the case at Oak Ridge, all programs at the field day were not being
evaluated, only those given on the field tour. However, collecting general data from all
attendees for the entire field day at Chickasaw was a priority. For this reason a mail
survey, including a post-tour survey was sent to every name on the registration list. For
all three field days, names from the same household received separate surveys.
Those people who did attend the field tour were matched with their post-tour
responses (mail survey) by using an elaboration on the same coding system used for all
the field days. Instead of only collecting the names and addresses of those people who
attended the field tour, all names and addresses of the attending public were collected .
Zip codes and the month and day of birth were requested on both the registration card
and the pre-survey, so later match ups could be done on who attended the tour and filled
out the evaluation card and who did not. Mail surveys were sent out to all participants
regardless of whether or not they attended field tour programs. The Pre/Post analysis
was only conducted with those participants whose code matched on all three cards
(name and address, Pre-survey, and Mail survey). Mail survey data analysis (general
information) was conducted using the entire database of participants, a much more
efficient means of collecting and analyzing the data. A full discussion of the implications
for the evolution of the field day evaluation is presented in Chapter 5. Figure C
summarizes the steps necessary to conduct a successful FWF field day evaluation.

PROCESS
•

Full integration of evaluation into the field day plan (Field day must be planned
around evaluation)

•

Good communication with personnel

•

Evaluator involvement in registration process (Condensing steps)
• Allows for full census of attending population
• Coding system allows pre/post test matching for field tour attendees (They can
be separated from the general attending population)

•

One field tour - only a few presentations (Simplification)

•

Van transportation

•

Van driver involvement (Control over data collection)

•

Central registration location

CONTENT
•

Pre/Post Test

•

Post-Program Assessment of Usefulness

•

Mail Survey
• Four-Wave (Dillman 1978)

Figure C: RECOMMENDED IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE FOR FWF FIELD
DAY EVALUATON - PROCESS AND CONTENT
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Findings
Response Rate
Oak Ridge/Unicoi Evaluations
The pilot studies were administered at the Oak Ridge and Unicoi County field
days using survey cards on the day of the event and also using mail surveys sent out six
weeks after the field day event. Results garnered from survey cards the day of the event
were not included due to difficulties in the data collection process as described in
Chapter 3. The pilot study was administered by mail to 63 participants who attended
tours at Oak Ridge and 63 participants from Unicoi County. Mail survey questions were
identical for Oak Ridge and Unicoi. Completed questionnaires were received from 51 of
the 63 participants at Oak Ridge, resulting in a response rate of 90.0%. Completed
questionnaires were received from 49 of the 63 participants at Unicoi County, resulting in
a response rate of 77.8%. The average response rate for the two pilot studies was
79.4%. The Oak Ridge/Unicoi evaluations indicated that significant changes were
needed in the implementation process as described in Chapter 3, and some additions
were needed in the questionnaire.
Chickasaw Evaluation
After revising the mail questionnaire as suggested by the pilot study results,
surveys were mailed to participants in the Chickasaw field day. No surveys were
returned because of undeliverable addresses. Completed surveys were received from
122 participants out of 194, yielding a survey response rate of 62.9%.

Mail Survey Data Set (All three field day evaluations combined)
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Of the 320 participants originally involved in the field day evaluation, 222
returned completed mail questionnaires for a response rate of 69.4%. The following
discussion of results is based on combined data from all three surveys.

On-site Evaluation of Utility {Program Usefulness)

For each of the three field days, a card assessing program usefulness was
distributed and collected. For each presentation within a field tour program, participants
were asked to rate the amount of useful information they felt they received. The ratings
ranged from one to five, with one representing the least amount of useful information
received and five representing the most. Mean scores for each presentation were tallied
and used to calculate a mean score for program usefulness for the entire educational
field tour. Tour One at Oak Ridge had a mean score of 3.85. Tour Two had a mean
score of 4.38, giving an overall mean score of 4.12 for the Oak Ridge field day
programs. The overall mean score for program usefulness was 4.38 for Unicoi and 4.11
for Chickasaw (Table 8-22)*.

Characteristics of Field Day Participants

Based on mail survey data, field day respondents from all three field days were
predominately male (79.7%), with only 20.3% of all respondents being female (n=217).
Most respondents were also Tennessee residents (98.2%), with only 1.8% residing
elsewhere (n=218). Respondents reported education levels ranging across all
categories, from 'less than high school graduate' to 'post graduate, ' with the majority of
*Note: All tables are listed in appendices.

respondents having a college degree (65%) (Table B-1) (n=215). Annual incomes of
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respondents ranged from 'Under $10,000' to '$75,000 or more' (n=160) (Table B-2), with
the majority (79%%) earning $30,000 or more per year, before taxes.
Participants were asked to fill in their occupation in an open-ended question.
Answers were quantified by coding each occupation into SPSS and analysis was done
using frequencies. Like responses were combined under a generalized code. The
highest percentage of respondents (19.2%) reported that they were retired, 18.6% were
foresters, 10.2% were teachers, and 7.8% were students. Full results from this question
are listed in Table B-3. Figure D depicts the most commonly listed occupations, with
"other" representing all occupations with a frequency of four or less. These results show
that there was a high number of retired people and resource professionals present in the
field day audience. This population may not be representative of the general population
and therefore may not represent the average non-industrial private forest landowner.

Field Day Demographics
Just over half (52.1%) of all respondents for the mail survey were forest
landowners (n=219), 35.2% were resource professionals (n=219), 27.4% indicated
"other" (n=219), 21 .6% checked "concerned citizen" (n=218), and 1.4% indicated they
were a timber contractor (n=219) (Table B -4) . This indicates that while over half of the
audience were NIPF landowners, they may not be average.
Over half of the field day participants (58.3%) reported that they were involved in
forest management on their land (n=218) , another indication that they were not
representative of the average NIPF landowner. A few participants were involved in
forest management on other private land (25%), public land (16%) , or industry land (5%)
(n=218) (Table B-1 .3). These results indicate that most participants were already
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Figure D: Occupation of Field Day Participants
n=167
Note: All occupations with a frequency of <4 were grouped into "Other'' for Figure D.

involved in forest management of some kind. Less than half (37.0%) of all
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respondents for all three field days reported that they or someone in their household
worked in a forestry or wildlife related field (n=216).
When asked about outdoor recreation activities in which they had participated
73.9% observed wildlife, 66.8% hiked, 64.6% fished, 58.5% camped, 50.9% hunted,
15.2% had participated in "other forest recreation activities," and 10.9% mountain biked
(n=211) (Table B-6) indicating that participants were actively involved in outdoor
recreation.
The majority of respondents (75.2%) indicated that no part of their 1997
household income had come from forestland (n=145). Over one-third of the participants
(37.3%) indicated that they were a farmer (n=209) by their own interpretation of the
definition of 'farmer, with 89.7% considering themselves part-time farmers and 10.3% as
full-time (n=78). When questioned regarding the amount of income generated annually
from agricultural practices on the land, 65.8% of respondents qualified as farmers by the
Bureau of Census definition at the time of the survey ($1 ,000 or more per year) , while
20.3% of the properties were not considered to be farms by this definition (n=79).

Respondent Behaviors
Respondents became aware of the Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries field days in a
variety of ways . Many respondents learned about the programs through University of
Tennessee personnel (36.1%) or from "Other" sources (28.7%). Some respondents
learned about the field day from a newsletter (26.4), a direct mail-out (23.1 ), in the
newspaper (14.8%), or on the radio (5.1%), (Table 8-7).

When asked 'Have you or do you expect to change your forest management
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practices as a result of attending the Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries field day?' a few
respondents said 'Yes' (16%}, 39% said 'Maybe', and 33% said 'No', (Table 8-8).
When asked whether or not they expected to attend future field day events
85.8% of respondents checked 'Yes', 13.3% were not sure, and 0.9% checked 'No'
(n=218). The high percentage of respondents who will attend field days again may
reflect that participants are repeat attendees and have already been exposed to
educational programs. Types of forestry education programs of most interest to
participants were field days (84.3%), demonstrations (64.4%}, on-site visit with forestry
professional (60.2%), seminars (29.2%), meetings (18.5%), video conference (6.5%),
and other (2.3%) (Table 8-9).
Thirty-four percent of all respondents indicated they had not attended a field day
program before, 27.9% had attended 2 - 5 field days, 18.1 % had attended more than
10, 10.2% had attended one field day in the past, 7.9% had attended 6-10, and 1.9%
didn't know (n=215) (Table 8-10). Sixty-six percent of all participants had attended 2 or
more field days in the past. This reflects that over half of the field day audience has
already been exposed to programming before.
When asked whether or not they had concerns about the way the forests in their
region were being treated, 79.5% of participants said yes and 20.5% said no (n=215).
Particular concerns regarding treatment of the forest and level of concern rated on a
Likert-type scale are listed in Table 8-11. Participants were most concerned with
improper logging practices, too much private development, and loss of wildlife habitat.
They were least concerned about too much regulation on forestry practices and
chipmilling taking too much wood. Respondents were also asked to evaluate how
concerned they were about forestry and wildlife issues. Their responses are listed in

Table B-12. They were most concerned with water quality, forest health, and
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conservation and least concerned with landowner liability, livestock/grazing, and
clearcutting.
Respondents were asked to circle the number (one -five) that best
represented their response to the information presented at the field day. In part one of
this question, one meant "provided no additional knowledge" and five meant "greatly
increased knowledge." The mean for part one was 3.80 (n=212). Part two had the same
format, the only difference being that one meant "provided no help for decision-making"
and five meant "very helpful for decision-making." The mean for part two was 3.69
(n=209). Means were calculated using frequencies. Individual percentages for numbers
one through five are listed in Table B-13 and B-14.

Clearcutting
When asked whether or not they objected to the practice of clearcutting, the
majority of respondents (67.4%) said no, 23.7% said yes, and 8.8% responded that they
did not know or were not sure. Particular reasons for those who objected to the practice
of clearcutting are listed in Table B-15. Concerns about tree cutting destroying beauty
and wildlife habitat were most frequent. The low percentage of those who objected to
clearcutting , an often-controversial subject with the general public may again reflect the
high percentage of resource professionals and NIPF landowners that were already
knowledgeable to some degree about general FWF management.
Respondents were asked: "If you knew the trees would grow back after a
clearcut, would you think that clearcutting should be permitted on: (1) Land owned by
individuals (2) Land owned by lumber or paper companies (3) Land owned by the
government such as National Forests." Most respondents (79.6%) felt that clearcutting
should be permitted on land owned by individuals (n=211 ). Most respondents (77.7%)

also felt that clearcutting should be permitted on land owned by lumber or paper
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companies (n=211). Fewer people, although still a majority (61 .3%), believed that
clearcutting should be allowed on land owned by the government such as National
Forests (n=212).
Forest Management (Opinions)
Respondents were asked to choose a statement that best described their view of
forest management issues regarding environmental and economic trade-offs. Because
an option was added to the Chickasaw mail survey, responses from Chickasaw were
evaluated separately. Results from Oak Ridge and Unicoi were combined. The majority
of respondents (77%) from Oak Ridge and Unicoi marked "Both the environment and the
economy are important, but the environment should come first," (n=87).
The majority of respondents from Chickasaw (61 %) chose the new option of "The
environment and the economy should be given equal consideration," (n=104). The
second most commonly marked option from the Chickasaw data set (28%) was the
same option that was most often marked by participants from Oak Ridge and Unicoi,
("Both the environment and the economy are important but the environment should
come first") . Full results for this section are presented in Table A-16 (Chickasaw) and
Table 8-16 (Oak Ridge and Unicoi).
Forest Landowners
The first page of section one of the mail survey for all three field days was
devoted exclusively to forest landowners, comprising 52.1% of all participants in the
three field days (n=219). Ninety-two percent of all landowners owned land in Tennessee
(n=125). The mean number of acres owned by forest landowners was 267 (n=121 ).
Because the number of acres per individual owner varied from one acre to 1,500,000

acres, outliers were removed for mean calculation . With the outliers included, the
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median number of acres owned was 78.5 (n=126).
Forest landowners were asked to check which of a list of reasons for owning
forestland was important to them (Table B-17). Landowners could check all that applied,
therefore the collective percentages are greater than 100%. Seventy-five percent of
landowners said they owned land to provide a heritage for future generations, 70.1%
owned land to preserve natural beauty, 64.6% used it for other family recreation, 54.3%
used their land as a place to cut firewood or other products for family use, 52% owned
land to use for family hunting, 35.4% owned land for investment purposes such as future
residential or industrial development, 13.4% wished to produce income from hunting
leases, and 11.8% marked "other reasons."
On the mail surveys for Oak Ridge and Unicoi there was, "to shelter wildlife" as a
reason for owning forest lands. This option was revised on the Chickasaw questionnaire
into two options, "to provide habitat for wildlife" and "to observe wildlife." Because of the
revision , an analysis of the three combined questionnaires could not be done for this
option(s). However, a new variable ("wildlife") was created and all of the options
regarding wildlife were combined . One hundred-fifty participants checked at least one
wildlife option (78.5%) (n=191). This analysis reflects that most participants own
forestland for reasons having to do with wildlife.
Landowners were then asked to record their reasons for owning forestland in
order of importance. This was a three-part question. Participants were asked to list the
most important reason for owning forestland (using the list from the preceding question),
the second most important reason , and then the third most important reason. The
wildlife options could not be combined for this analysis. The most frequently listed
reasons for most important were "Homesite" (30%) , "Heritage for future generations"

(20%) , "Sawtimber/Pulpwood" (18%), and "Preserve natural beauty" (8%) (n=119)
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(Table 8-18). The most frequently listed reasons for second most important were
"Sawtimber/Pulpwood" (19%) , "Preserve natural beauty" (15%), "Wildlife" (13%), and
"Heritage for future generations" (12%) (n=116) (Table B-19). The most frequently listed
reasons for third most important were 'Wildlife" (17%), "Heritage for future generations"
(15%), "Recreation" (12%), and "Sawtimber/Pulpwood" (10%) (n=116) (Table B-20).
Assuming that people have multiple reasons for ownership, we assigned a value
of "1" to each of the top three choices for further analysis. Using this method, "Heritage"
was the most commonly listed option (55), "Sawtimber/Pulpwood" was second (54),
"Homesite" was third (36) , 'Wildlife" was fourth (35), "Preserve natural beauty" was fifth
(28) , and "Recreation" was sixth (14) (Table 8-21).
When asked if they felt it was difficult to obtain professional assistance or advice
concerning forest management, 8.2% of forest landowners said yes, 78.7% said no, and
13.1% had no opinion (n=122).

Pre-Post Test Results
A pre-post knowledge evaluation was conducted using data collected at the
Chickasaw field day (pre-test) and the subsequent mail survey (post-test) . Questions
were based on the educational material to be presented on the field tour presentations,
and were intended to gauge the amount of knowledge participants had about the topics
being discussed before and after exposure to the educational presentations. Questions
for the pre-test and post-test were identical. Questions and answers from the pre/post
test are listed in Table C-1 (Appendix C). Percentages of correct answers are given for
the pre-test and post-test for each question (Table C-2). Participants had the "don't
know/not sure" option on all questions, which was calculated as an incorrect response.

The participants who changed an incorrect answer on the pre-test to a correct answer
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on the post-test were assumed to have done so as a result of attending educational
programs at the field day. Results were tabulated for all participants who filled out the
pre-test and Chickasaw and also responded to the mail survey.

General Trends
There were 40 matching pre/post surveys analyzed for Chickasaw. On the pretest participants were correct 72% (29 people out of 14) of the time. The percent correct
increased to 81 % (32 people out of 40) on the post-test. This indicates there was some
improvement or gain in overall scores as a result of attending the field day event (9%).
Most participants had correct answers on the pre-test, indicating a fairly high level of
prior knowledge.
In order to determine if the resource professionals' responses were skewing the
data, the professionals were removed from the data for further analysis. Out of 19
remaining pre/post tests representing field day attendees who were not resource
professionals, 70% (13 people out of 19) were correct on the pre-test, and 79% (15
people out of 19) were correct on the post-test. Overall gain was 9%, which is
equivalent to the general data set including resource professionals. These results
indicate that there is no difference in knowledge levels between the resource
professionals and other participants in attendance at FWF field days. One might infer
that this is because most field day attendees have had prior exposure to educational
programming in the past and are already fairly knowledgeable about general FWF
management. Overall gain is low (9%) and suggests that most participants are not
learning much they did not already know.
In general, participants were correct most of the time (>75%) on questions having
to do with clearcutting, thinning , prescribed fire , and general wildlife management.

Participants were correct less often (<75%) on questions dealing with riparian buffers,
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Best Management Practices (BMP}, and forest age (i.e. even and uneven-aged). This
shows that participants have a general knowledge of FWF management but are not as
informed about more specific topics. Results confirm that most participants who took the
pre/post test already knew the answers before exposure to Extension programming.

CHAPTERS
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Summary and Recommendations

Process: Evaluation Model for Forestry, Wildlife & Fisheries Field Days
How does one effectively involve participants in the evaluation process?

An evaluation model for FWF field days should be situation-specific. Depending
on the scope of the program in question, the evaluation model can be relatively simple or
difficult to implement. There are many differing approaches to how this could be done.
If the study is small in scope (like this one) then a Pre/Post analysis may be all that is
needed to answer the questions posed. This type of analysis does not indicate whether
or not participant practices were influenced by the educational programs under
evaluation, but only determines participant knowledge, attitude, skill, and aspiration
(KASA) . The present study was not intended to determine participant skill or aspiration.
This study concentrated on the knowledge and attitudes of participants.
What procedures and steps are needed to gather information from participants?

One important factor in determining which type of evaluation should be used is
the scope of the study (short or long-term) and the resources needed (or available) for
such an endeavor. It is equally as important to determine the population to be served by
the evaluation results . Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries field days are not long-term
programs. The field day programs deal mostly with what Rivera, Bennett and Walker
(1983) deem "Educational Results," or those results that include the changes in clientele
knowledge, attitudes, skills, and aspirations (KASA) typically associated with short-term
programs. As previously stated, this particular evaluation dealt only with knowledge and
attitudes. In order to determine skills and aspirations, follow-up evaluations would need
to be conducted .
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Evaluations dealing with educational results are relatively simple to conduct and

can gamer considerable insight into the population in attendance. The population being
served are primarily program staff and program leaders. These people generally have a
greater need for information on educational and practice results, with a lesser need for
information about end results since they are in charge of implementing the program on
the ground. Program leaders and staff will find a short-term practical evaluation based
on educational results useful for making judgements regarding the extent to which a
program is exhibiting effective and efficient progress toward reaching the desired end
result (a change in knowledge or attitude about forest management in this case). This
type of evaluation can be conducted with a relatively small budget, and in a short
amount of time. Results can be used to revise programs accordingly and make them
more efficient in reaching desired goals.
Field day evaluation is easily accomplished with a simple pre/post analysis
consisting of questions deemed important by Extension Program Leaders/Staff.
Important questions can be identified through personal discussions with those involved
in the field day event. The survey questions for this evaluation were formulated after
several discussions with program presenters and program leaders. In this way an
evaluator can find out what Extension personnel feel is important for landowners to know
about forestry and wildlife and what they expect the field day to accomplish.
A follow-up mail survey is the best method for contacting participants and
conducting the post-test for field day evaluation. By using a coding system to ensure
confidentiality, an evaluator can match pre/post data and make inferences about
educational results accordingly. A mail survey (using the Dillman four-wave method) is
efficient and can usually ensure a fairly high response rate. Mail surveys can also be
used to collect other data of interest to evaluators which may be inconvenient to obtain

at the time of the field day. For example, demographic questions were asked on the
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mail survey, which in tum gave much more insight into who was actually attending the
programs. A mail survey can be more extensive, so other valuable data can be
collected in addition to the pre/post analysis.
With this combination of methods, evaluators can use the results to accurately
propose modifications to the plans, operations, and programs.
How do you implement the procedure with minimum burden on staff and
participants?

Oak Ridge and Unicoi (pilot tests)
Pre/post survey results were not computed for Oak Ridge or Unicoi county field
days. The data were skewed for several different reasons. At Oak Ridge (the first field
day evaluation) there were two van tours leaving from a central spot, carrying
participants to two field sites where educational presentations were made. The original
idea was to keep survey collectors at the central tent where vans were picking up and
dropping off participants. Van drivers were asked to instruct participants on how and
when to fill out the surveys. Most participants filled out the surveys (pre) while the vans
were in motion. Many participants complained of motion sickness from filling out the
pre-test while travelling to the field tours. The program usefulness assessment was
implemented in the vans on the way back to the registration tent. Pre-surveys were
collected from participants by helpers stationed at each field tour site. The vans

provided a central place to collect and distribute the surveys and therefore provided
some control over data collection (i.e. limited exposure to educational programs under
evaluation until after the survey had been completed) .
Problems at Oak Ridge arose mainly from the two van tours being under
evaluation at the same time, and also from extremely inclement weather, which added a

good deal of confusion . Lack of communication with Extension personnel further
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complicated matters. Van drivers and program speakers were not sure what role they
were supposed to play in the evaluation, and were generally not under the impression
that it was a serious matter. Because of the bad weather, many van drivers dropped
participants off at their cars , rather than bringing them back to the central registration
tent where we could collect the surveys. Many surveys went uncollected as a result,
lowering the response rate dramatically. The situation at Oak Ridge lent itself to general
confusion and lack of control. Lack of communication with Extension personnel
gathering response cards led to lack of communication with participants. The process
may have confused participants as well . They were asked to participate in the
evaluation survey while also filling out information for the Extension Service. This
resulted in bombarding participants with too many things at once. It also became clear
at Oak Ridge that trying to evaluate more than one tour at a time was too confusing for
both participants and personnel.
The field day at Unicoi County was not as confusing as Oak Ridge. There was a
central tent where all presentations were given, very near the registration tent where presurveys were collected and distributed. However, Extension personnel were still not
informed in advance about the evaluation and so there was again no integration
between the evaluation and the registration procedure. Participants were again
bombarded with too much information at one time and tended to regard the survey as
just another piece of paper they had been handed. They rushed through the registration
process and were eager to move along to the field day activities. The tent became
crowded and there was not enough time to explain the evaluation to participants,
resulting in a total lack of control over the data collection procedure. Participants filled
out the pre-surveys during or after viewing presentations in many cases. The intention
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had been for participants to fill out surveys and turn them in before they were admitted to
the field day. Because of lack of communication with field day personnel and lack of
space within the tent itself, this was not possible. In many cases participants simply
grabbed the surveys and filled them out at will, turning them in at the end of the day.
There was no way to quantify their knowledge of program topics before exposure to the
field day programs, rendering the Pre/Post analysis invalid .
For these reasons, the field days at Oak Ridge and Unicoi were used as pilot
tests . The experience gained from those two field days was used to formulate a more
accurate and controlled survey implementation design procedure for the field day at the
Chickasaw State Forest and Wildlife Management Area. At Oak Ridge the importance
of making the simplifying the process became abundantly clear. In other words, one
field tour with only a few presentations is optimal for field day evaluation. Also, the
importance of communicating with Extension personnel can not be overemphasized.
However, the van tour and central location for registration/survey collection proved
useful. From Unicoi, the importance of integrating the evaluation into the registration
procedure in order to avoid bombarding participants with too much information at one
time became clear. A central location for registration/survey collection is optimal for
simplification purposes and for good communication with field day attendees (potential
participants). Also, the need to have some semblance of control over data collection
was obvious at Unicoi. The van tour used at Oak Ridge is an efficient method for
exercising control when van drivers are well informed about evaluation techniques and
their role in data collection. For both Oak Ridge and Unicoi, the point cannot be
overlooked that the evaluation

must be integrated into the pre-planning

process for the

field day in order to be effective. The field day should be planned around the evaluation
procedure.

Chickasaw - final survey implementation
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For the Chickasaw field day, evaluators visited with Extension personnel and all
others involved in the planning and implementation of the field day two months before
the event. Information about the evaluation was presented to personnel and the
importance of sound data collection methodology was made clear. We asked for their
participation and found them more than willing to help. We then instructed them on
procedures. We were in charge of registration ourselves, unlike Oak Ridge and Unicoi,
which eliminated the confusion caused by presenting participants with too much
information at once. We employed help from Extension and State personnel but
handled all the planning and implementation directly. This greatly limited the confusion
associated with the previous two field days.
The role of the evaluation in the field tour was explained during the dry run one
day before the field day event. Program presenters and van drivers were informed of
the processes and procedures necessary for the evaluation. Questions on the preevaluation were revised based on comments and opinions from program leaders. This
made the survey more directly applicable to the information presented in the tour(s) .
The registration tent (and survey center) was centrally located and purposefully
positioned so that participants had to pass by in order to register and enter the field day
event. The collection procedure itself was also revised (see Chapter 3) .
Van drivers were instructed on the implementation procedure before the field day
began. There was a pick-up point adjacent to the registration tent. Van drivers could
announce they were going to depart for the field tour, and interested participants would
congregate at the van. Once everyone going on the tour was seated in the van , drivers
passed out evaluation and pencils to participants. Drivers waited until participants had
finished filling out all the questions before collecting them and departing for the field site.

This ensured that participants were not exposed to educational programs before filling
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out the evaluation. Participants also rode in the same van throughout the field tour. At
Oak Ridge, the vans picked up and dropped off participants on a schedule, allowing
them to come and go as they pleased, attending only the programs they wished to
attend. This made evaluation nearly impossible, as it was unclear which program(s)
participants had attended and which vans had transported them. By assigning one van
per tour group, and allowing the van driver complete control over survey implementation,
we eliminated this problem at Chickasaw.
After program participants had seen all the programs on the field tour, the van
driver passed out the program usefulness assessment and asked them to fill it out
before returning to the registration tent. The van drivers then informed participants that if
they dropped off their assessment cards at the registration tent, they would receive a
free gift. The van drivers collected and submitted the pre-survey cards and the
participants handed in their program usefulness assessment cards for a free gift
(flagging or a rain gauge). Confusion was eliminated, control was maintained, and the
event went smoothly for everyone. The post-test was included in the mail survey and
sent to all participants six weeks after the field day event. Although everyone in
attendance filled out the information, only those who showed matching pre-test codes
were evaluated in the pre/post analysis. This also eliminated confusion for participants
and for personnel. A multi-task situation was transformed into a single-task
situation ... while also enlarging the database of information to include responses from all
in attendance, whether or not they attended a tour. State offices were provided a
registration list with the names and addresses of those in attendance, thereby satisfying
their needs as well. The good communication with field day personnel was the key
factor in ensuring that the evaluation went smoothly. They realized the evaluation was

important and were included in the process, ensuring the successful evaluation of field
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day events. Another important factor is that the evaluators were included in field day
planning as well. Instead of being brought in on the periphery, evaluation was part of the
entire process. This reduced confusion greatly, and enhanced data quality.
Having only one field tour with only a few stops also allowed us to accurately
evaluate the programs much more effectively. A much larger support staff would be
necessary to evaluate more than one field tour at a time and the ends may not justify the
means. Conducting an evaluation of larger field tours may be more problematic.

Content: What are we evaluating?
Who is attending FWF field days? Are we reaching our target population?
Based on compiled results from mail survey responses for all three field days, the
target population (nonindustrial private landowners) represents just over half the total
population (52.1%) of field day attendees who returned their questionnaires. This puts
NIPFs barely in the majority. The size of their land holdings was variable , ranging from
one acre to 1.5 million acres. Respondents were encouraged to check all options that
they felt applied to them . This resulted in some overlap between private landowners and
resource professionals. Some resource professionals are also private forest
landowners. Out of 77 respondents (35.2%) who indicated that they were "resource
professionals," 29 also indicated that they owned forest land. Therefore, 38% of
resource professionals also considered themselves to be NIPF landowners.
Since their primary goal is to reach and educate NIPF landowners, the Extension
Service may be missing their true population. Many NIPF landowners in attendance
were also resource professionals that may have already been exposed to the types of
knowledge the Extension Service is trying to impart. It is likely that the NIPF landowners
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of true concern to the Extension Service (those who could gain new information from the
educational programs, and perhaps improve their land management techniques as a
result) are not being reached in large enough numbers. In other words , the field day
programs are not realizing their full education potential because they are missing their
target population and misdirecting educational resources toward people who are already
knowledgeable about program content. This is a marketing problem. More research
should be conducted regarding how to more effectively reach NIPF landowners, or
perhaps even particular market segments within the landowner group.
Alternately, the Extension Service may want to re-evaluate their goal of targeting
NIPF landowners in field days. As noted in Chapter 2, Bliss et. al. (1994) , the aim of
education does not necessarily have to be directed at NIPF landowners because they
are not significantly different from the general population. Conversely, education could
be directed at the general public as a whole because the public has increasingly more
influence over forestry and wildlife management. Focusing solely on NIPF landowner
education may have little impact on actually improving forest management on private
lands. However, an outreach program targeting the population as a whole, the most
·accessible population, or the population most likely to absorb educational information
first and distribute that information to other members of the community could be more
successful. There are a large percentage of resource professionals in attendance at
FWF field days (35.2%). These resource professionals may be able to distribute needed
information to NIPF landowners as well as the general public. If that is the case, then
programs could be revised and directed at professional improvement and
communication , relative to NIPF landowner education. If resource professionals are not
an acceptable target audience, then the general population as a whole (including NIPF
landowners) could instead be targeted for field day events. The general population is
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not adequately represented at field days now. If the general public were targeted, then
improvements in the advertising for and awareness of FWF field days would need to be
made.
What are participants' attitudes regarding FWF management issues?

Perhaps reflecting the fact that a great many people attending the FWF field day
events were somehow involved in a natural resource profession, participant attitudes
toward management were generally positive. The mail survey data from Chickasaw
reflected a general wish from participants to find a way to manage the environment and
economy together, in a state of interrelation. Most respondents did not object to the
practice of clearcutting, currently an argumentative subject among members of the
general public (and in the media).
What do participants already know? (General knowledge about FWF management)

Based on results from the pre-test given to participants at the Chickasaw field
day before exposure to educational programs, participant knowledge about general
forestry and wildlife management issues was generally high. However, some questions
on the Pre-test posed problems for participants. The vast majority of participants (27 out
of 39) (69%) thought most forests in Tennessee were uneven-aged instead of evenaged. Thirty-one participants out of 40 (78%) thought that partial cutting was an
effective method for forest regeneration in Tennessee. Twenty-one out of 40 (53%)
participants were unsure or wrong about the primary reason for implementing Best
Management Practices (BMPs). However, most participants were correct on both the
Pre-test and the mail survey (Post-test) for all other general forestry and wildlife
management questions (See Appendix C) reflecting that they have a generally high level
of knowledge about forestry and wildlife management.

In order to determine differences in knowledge for the population of NIPF
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landowners who were not also resource professionals, a separate pre/post analysis was
conducted . However, percentages of correct responses to pre/post questions for this
group were very similar to the initial analysis for all field tour attendees (Tables C-2, C3). This is probably because many participants attend field days year after year, and
have consequently been exposed to most of the educational concepts presented at
these events. In fact, when asked how many field days they had attended in the past,
only 34% of all participants said "none," while 66% said they had attended two or more
field days in the past (Table B-10).
What would participants hope to learn from field day programs?

Most respondents (79.5%) said they did have concerns about the way the forests
in their region were being treated . Improper logging practices were rated highest in level
of concern for participants, with too much private development rated second highest.
When asked to rate how much a series of forestry and wildlife issues concerned them,
participants were most concerned about water quality and forest health. They were least
concerned about clearcutting . This is similar to Bliss's et. al. 1993 survey of attitudes in
the Tennessee valley region toward forest practices and policies. He found that in
general terms, the public (and NIPF landowners) approve of harvesting timber crops for
product production, but is concerned with the impacts of forest management (Bliss,
Brooks, and Larsen 1993).
What are participants learning from the programs? (Pre/Post analysis)

The high percentage of participants were correct both before and after exposure
to educational programs, indicating that the audience was already aware of most of the
information covered on the field tour. This could mean that the programs themselves
were off-target (i.e. not presenting the needed information). It could also mean that the

audience of most interest to the Extension Service (i.e. NIPF landowners who had not
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been exposed to educational programs) was not in attendance. Because the majority of
participants (66%) had attended at least two field day programs before, and because
most FWF field days are similar in program content, it is probable that even the NIPF
landowners who were not resource professionals had still been exposed to most of the
information before. Because most participants already knew the basic concepts
presented in the educational programs, no real measure of program effectiveness can
be determined. This is probably because most of the audience for the programs was
people who had previous exposure to forestry and wildlife education. However, there is
some value in the reinforcement potential of the educational programs for both resource
professionals and repeat attendees.
How do participants feel about the field day programs?

Based on mail survey data for all three field days, few respondents indicated that
they intended to change their forest management practices as a result of attending the
field day programs (13%) (n=219). Again , many participants were already involved in
appropriate forest management on their land, if they were landowners. Field days were
rated highest (84.3%) among types of education programs of most interest to
participants (n=216) (See Chapter 4). Results indicate that field days are enjoyable, if
not terrible educational, for the population in attendance.
On a scale from one to five, most participants (51 %) circled four when asked to
circle the number that best represents the level of knowledge they gained from the field
day programs (mean=3.8). Most respondents (45%) also circled four on the same scale
when asked to rate how much help for decision-making they got from the information
presented at the field day (mean=3.7). Thirty - three percent of respondents circled
three for that question. In essence, most participants seemed to feel good about the

overall field day, and seemed to enjoy their experience there. However, their level of
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learning was not high in light of the fact that many of them already knew most of the
material before exposure. So, while the field days are enjoyable for the attendant
population overall, they may be missing the mark educationally.

Recommendations
Evaluation can be a useful and influential tool when integrated into program
process. The evaluation described in this study is an effective means to gather data on
FWF field days. Needed changes in programming, advertising, and marketing can be
made based on the findings from a correctly implemented evaluation. If a FWF field day
is going to be evaluated it is imperative that the evaluation be included in the preplanning for the event. In fact, the event should be planned around the evaluation.
Communication with personnel is equally important in ensuring a smooth implementation
process. Field tours (with few presentations) with van transportation and van driver
involvement ensure control over the data collection procedure. A central registration
location and the integration of the registration list with the survey mailing list simplify
implementation procedure and reduce confusion for staff and participants. A census of
everyone in attendance enlarges the database and also helps to reduce confusion
during the implementation procedure. The survey instrument described in the study is
recommended for successful evaluation of FWF field days.
Based on the findings from this evaluation, there are two possibilities for the
Extension Service. The findings here show that if program leaders do not feel they are
reaching the appropriate audience (most NIPF landowners) , then advertising should be
improved to successfully reach this population and attract them to field day events.
Further research on how to effectively reach the NIPF landowners of interest (market

segments) is recommended. It is also possible that the timing of FWF field days
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prevents young urban professional NIPF landowners from attending. Timing (during the
day on a weekday) may explain the large percentage of resource professionals and
retired persons present. Any relationship existing between attendee occupation and
field day timing should be determined. This could be accomplished by experimentation
with other field day times and a concurrent evaluation of attendee demographics.
The other possibility for the Extension Service, based on these findings, is to reevaluate the target population for FWF field days and change programming accordingly.
Some evaluation literature suggests the best way to spread information is through the
diffusion of innovations. Programs should target those members in a community who
are known community leaders (innovators) and are likely to absorb educational materials
and implement changes. Other members in the community are likely to follow their
example. One possibility for improving the success of field day programs is to locally
research and target community innovators. The number of NIPF landowners who were
already enlightened about general FWF management represented in this study give
reason to speculate that they may also be community leaders (innovators). County
Extension Agents are a likely source for identify these people, and could potentially
reveal whether or not they are indeed present at FWF field days. Direct mail might be
useful in involving community innovators not already present at field day events.
Other studies much broader in scope and scale would be necessary to determine
whether or not these innovators helped to improve FWF management on private lands.
Another evaluation of FWF field days could be conducted emphasizing the role of
educational reinforcement on community innovators and the resulting effect on private
land management.

If field days are continued, more evaluation should be conducted and program
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revisions made, depending on the goal of Extension program staff/leaders. If a longterm study consisting of several evaluations was completed, much could be learned
about changes not only in attitude and knowledge level but also about changes in
practices. More research is needed to promote better understanding of field day
program impact in regard to target audience. If programs are amended and
improvements are made in target population numbers, Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries
field days can be a useful, efficient and enjoyable way to distribute educational material
to NIPF landowners and to the general public.
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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONS ONLY INCLUDED IN THE CHICKASAW MAIL SURVEY
Table A-1
Important reasons for owning forest land (Private landowners only).

***Wildlife (combined variable)
To provide a heritage for future
generations
To preserve natural beauty
To produce income from saw timber or
pulpwood
To use for other family recreation
To have a place to cut firewood
To use as a homesite
To use for family hunting
To have land for investment purposes
To produce income from hunting leases
Other reasons
* To shelter wildlife
**To provide habitat for wildlife
**To observe wildlife

FreQuency

150
95

79%
75

Percent

n

88

89

70
70

127
126

82
69
67
66
45
17
15
49
55
47

65
54
53
52
35
13
12
77
86
73

127
127
127
127
127
127
127
64
64
64

191
127

Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal

100%.

*Only given as an option on Oak Ridge and Unicoi mail surveys.
**Only given as an option on Chickasaw mail survey.
***Combined variable calculating frequency and percent of all respondents who
checked at least one wildlife option.
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Table A-2
Approach to forestry (Private landowners only).

Manage timber for financial return
while improving wildlife &
recreation
Manage to enhance aesthetics
Maximize economic returns for timber
Manage wildlife habitat as a primary
forestry goal
I have never really thought about it
Timber as emergency cash
Other
Recreational interests other than
wildlife as a primary forestry goal

Frequency
41

Percent
68%

n
60

19
18
17

32
30
28

60
60
60

7
6
5
3

12
10
8
5

60
60
60
60

Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table A-3
Number of the statement in previous question that has the highest priority.

Manage timber for financial return
while improving wildlife &
recreation
Maximize economic returns for timber
Manage wildlife habitat as a primary
forestry goal
Timber as emergency cash
Other
Manage to enhance aesthetics
Total

24

Frequency

Percent
50%

11
7

23
15

3
2
1
48

6
4
2
100%
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Table A-4
Factors that discourage active forest management on private land (Private
landowners only).
Lack of time
Lack of information
Lack of funds for management
No desire or interest in management
Regulations or laws
Land holdings are too small or in
multiple locations
I don't think management is needed
Isn't profitable
Other
Adjacent land-use conflict
Potential for development

Frequency

Percent

n

2

40%
28
20
12
12
8

25
25
25
25
25
25

1
1
1
0
0

4
4
4
0
0

25
25
25
25
25

10

7
5

3
3

Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table A-5
Level of forest management knowledge (Private landowners only).

Very knowledgeable
Somewhat
A little
Not at all
Don't know
Total

FreQuencv

26
21
11
2
2
62

Percent

42%
34
18

3
3

100%
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Table A-6
Sources of information about forest management utilized in the past (Private
landowners only).
TDF
Publications
Educational programs (field days)
Extension service
Private consultants
Professional associations
Word of mouth
TWRA
NRCS
Other sources
Clubs and/or landowner associations
None

Frequency
40
36
30
26
23
21
19
18
17
10
7
4

Percent
64%
57
48
41
37
33
30
29
27
16
11
6

n=63
Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table A-7
Type(s) of information or assistance that would be helpful regarding managing
private forest land (Private landowners only - Open-ended).

n=28
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

One on one conversation
Economic models and projections
Timber ta>ces after a sale (timber)
Planning harvests and regeneration
More information and help with marketing sawtimber and pulpwood
Manual help (2 respondents said this)
Wildlife habitat
Referral to people who can do improvement work
Cost vs. benefit information on different management practices
Updated timber buyer list
Marketing information/10 year follow-up after original plan by TDF
All information
Where I can buy more land cheap
Ta>ces
The forest management plan is good
Cost share for reforestation
In-depth publications as used in forestry schools
How-To booklets
Managing timber sales and reforestation after harvest
Continuing relationship with the forest service (Tom Hall)
Economic, market and public opinion trends
Literature is helpful
Controlling hornbeam and hophombeam in hardwood stands
Price of timber sales in the same area
Tree planting, tree shelters, deer repellent information
Field days, publications - consultants (for the public)
Anything and everything

71
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Table A-8
Forest management practices used in the past five years, or planned in the next
five years (Private landowners only).
Harvesting (including thinnings and
timber stand improvement)
Tree planting
Wildlife enhancement
Chemical application (herbacide or
fertilizer)
Prescribed fire
None of the above

Frequency
43

Percent
68%

42

38
35

67
60
56

19
9

30
14

n=63
Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table A-9
Forestry education programs of most interest.
Field days
Demonstrations
On-site visit with forestry professional
*Available literature
Seminars
Meetings
*Internet
Video conference
Other

Frequency
97
76
65
49
32
27
18
5
2

Percent
81%
63
54
41
27
23
15
4
2

n=120
• Options were added to the Chickasaw mail survey
Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.
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Table A-10
Topics of interest for educational information. Circling a "1" means no interest
while circling a "5" means extremely interested.

Management of forest
wildlife
Forest management
options
Property rights &
regulations
Timber prices &
management costs
Forest finances & taxes
Landowner association
Forestry information on
the internet

n

31

5
(0/4)

35

116

18

38

31

116

11

24

29

29

115

10

14

14

35

28

115

11
21
28

16
18
26

21
30
20

26
13
16

25
18
10

114
114
111

5

n

4

9

3
(0/4)

23

5

8

3.59

8

3.57
3.39
2.88
2.54

Mean

3.90

1
(0/4)

2

2
(0/4)

3.82

(%)

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.

Table A-11
Assistance programs or activities of interest.

Mean
Viewing demonstrations
Receiving publications
Receiving cost shares
Assistance from public
agencies
Attending workshops
Assistance from forest
industry
Assistance from private
consulting foresters
Participating in a
landowner association

1

(0/4)

2

(%)

3

4

(%)

(%)

(%)

3.77
3.41
3.29
3.18

3
7
19
17

7
14
13
12

26
29
21
26

39
31
17
26

25
19
31
19

115
114
112
111

3.02
3.00

13
20

18
16

33
28

25
18

11
19

114
112

2.69

32

13

22

18

15

108

2.66

27

22

25

12

15

113

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.
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Table A-12
Preferred times for meetings or educational programs.

Frequency

Weekday during the day
Weekend during the day
Weekday evenings
None
Weekend evenings
Total

Percent

63%
17
16
4
1
100%

70
19
18
4
1
112

Note: Participants self-selected since they were attending a field day during the day on
a weekday.
Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.
Table A-13
Extent of concern about the way the forests in the region are being treated, ("1" =
"Not at all concerned" and "5" = Very concerned").

1

2

3

4

5

n

4.00
3.61
3.55

1
7
9

4
12
11

27
26

24

31
23
29

38
32
27

85
84
82

3.54

10

13

21

27

30

83

3.36
3.28

5
11

20
13

30
31

25
27

20
18

84
82

3.05
2.99

15
16

23
18

21
33

28
17

15
16

83
82

2.99

18

18

29

19

17

84

2.96
2.84

18
20

18
22

25
26

29
21

10
12

79
82

2.52

27

24

26

16

7

82

Mean

Improper logging
Loss of wildlife habitat
Too much private
development
Amount of forest
decreasing
Loss of beauty/scenery
*Impacts of forestry on
wildlife habitat
Diseases/Insects
Poor markets for forest
products
Too much regulation on
forestry practices
Too much timber cutting
*Increase in exotic
species
Chipmilling taking too
much wood

(%)

(%)

(OA,J

* Options were added to the Chickasaw mail survey
Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding .

(%)

(OA,)
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Table A-14
Extent of concern about forest issues.

Mean
Water quality
Forest health
Wildlife
Conservation
*Forest recreation
Wildfire
Taxes
*Forest aesthetics
Timber harvesting
Landowner liability
Clearcutting
Livestock/grazing

4.01
3.94
3.93
3.93
3.60
3.53
3.46
3.27
3.26
3.18
2.96
2.79

1

(%)

3
4
4
3
7
8
11
13
14
12
19
20

2

(%)

5
3
9
6
8
12
13
7
14
18
23
27

3

4

20
25
20
25
27
26
22
38
26
30
22
23

33
33
22
28
33
26
23
27
21
21
17
15

(%)

(%)

• Options were added to the Chickasaw mail survey
Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding .

5

n

40
35
44
38
25
27
30
16
24
19
20
15

114
114
113
112
113
114
114
112
111
114
113
113

(%)

76

Table A-15
Clearcutting limits (size in acres).

Yes
{°/4)
Federal land or National
Forests
State forests
Private land

64
63
35

Mean
size
(acres)

No
(%)

Don't
know

n

77.58

20

16

113

74.67
93.96

20
48

17
17

112
111

(%)

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.

•

HIGHEST PERCENTS
• Federal Lands
• 27.9% of participants said 100 acres was optimal, 25.6% said 50
acres, and 11 .6% said 20 acres.
• State Forests
• 23.8% of participants said 100 acres was optimal, 23.8% said 50
acres, and 14.3% said 20 acres.
• Private Land
• 25.0% of participants said 100 acres was optimal, 16.7% said 20
acres, 8.3% said 50 acres, and 8.3% said 0.
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Table A-16

Participants were asked: "Many forest management issues involve difficult tradeoffs between environmental and economic considerations. Which of the following
statements best describe your view?"

*The environment and the economy should be
given equal consideration since they are
interrelated.
Both the environment and the economy are
important but the environment should come
first.
Both the environment and the economy are
important but the economy should come first.
The highest priority should be given to protecting
the environment, even if it hurts the economy.
The highest priority should be given to economic
considerations such as jobs even if it hurts the
environment.
Total

Frequency
63

Percent
61%

29

28

7

7

4

4

1

1

104

100%

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding .
* Options were added to the Chickasaw mail survey

APPENDIX B: COMBINED MAIL SURVEY RESULTS FROM ALL FIELD DAYS
Table B-1
Highest level of education completed.
Post graduate
College graduate
Some college
High school graduate
Less than high school
graduate
Trade/technical/vocational
Total

FreQuency
71
70
25
19

24

Percent
33%
32
12
9
11

6
215

3
100%

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding .

Table B-2
Total household income before taxes.
$75,000 or more
$50,000 - $74,000
$30,000 - $49,000
$25,000 - $29,000
$20,000 - $24,999
$10,000- $19,000
Under $10,000
Total

FreQuency
31

49

47
11
9
9
4
160

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding .

Percent
19%
31
29
7

6
6

2
100%

78

79
Table 8-3
Occupation of field day participants.
Occupation
Retired
Forester
Teacher
Student
Conservationist
Farmer
Agriculture employee
Extension agent
Technician
Homemaker
Engineer
Assistant
Service agent
Contractor
Manager
TWRA
Salesman
Biologist
Lumber grader
Farm owner
USDA-NRCS
Researcher
Sawmill owner
Artist
Wood worker
Investor
Chamber of commerce
Writer
Self employed
Real estate
Veterinarian
Trapper
Cowboy
Timber procurement
Horticulture specialist
Nurse
School administrator
Lawyer
Log buyer
Welder
Total

Frequency

32
31
17
13
9
7
6
5
4
4
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
167

Percent

19.2
18.6
10.2
7.8
5.4
4.2
3.6
3.0
2.4
2.4

1.8
1.8
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6

0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
100.0
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Table 8-4
Did you attend the Forest & Wildlife Celebration as a: (Check all that apply).
Forest landowner
Resource professional
Other
Concerned citizen
Timber contractor

Freouency
114
77
60
47
3

Percent
52%
35
27
22
1

n
219
219
219
218
219

Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table 8-5
Involvement in forest management.
Your land
Other private land
Public land
Industry land

Freouency
127

54
34
11

Percent
58%

25
16

5

n=226
Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table 8-6
Recreation activities.
Observing wildlife
Hiking
Fishing
Camping
Hunting
Other forest recreation activity
Mountain biking

Frequency

Percent

141
137

69
65
59
51
15
11

156

124

108
32

23

74%

n
211
211
212
212

212
211
211

Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.
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Table B-7
Sources of information about FWF field days.
University of Tennessee personnel
Other
Newsletter
Direct mail-out
Newspaper
Radio

Freauencv
78
62
57
50
32
11

Percent
36%
29
26
23
15
5

n=216
Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table 8-8
Change in forest management practices as a result of attending the FWF field day.
Yes
Maybe
No
Don't know/Not sure
Total

Freauencv
28
68
58
20
174

Percent
16%
39
33
12
100%
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Table B-9
- Forestry education programs of most interest.
Field days
Demonstrations
On-site visit with
forestry
professional
Seminars
Meetings
Video conference
Other

Freauencv
182
139
130

Percent
84%
64
60

63
40
14
5

29
19
7
2

n=222
Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table B-10
Number of field days attended in the past.

None
One
2-5
6-10
More than 10
Don't know
Total

Freauencv
73
22
60
17
39
4
215

Percent
34%
10
28
8
18
2
100%
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Table 8-11
Extent of participant concern with forest management issues, ("1" = "Not at all
concerned" and "5" = "Very concerned")

Mean
Improper logging
practices
Too much private
development
Loss of wildlife
habitat
Loss of
beauty/scenery
Amount of forest
decreasing
Diseases/Insects
destroying the
trees
Poor markets for
forest products
Too much timber
cutting
Too much regulation
on forestry
practices
Chipmilling taking
too much wood

1

2

3

4
(%}

5

Total

n

3.89

f'/4)
1

(0/4)
8

(0/4}
25

31

35

(%)

%
100

167

3.67

4

15

22

28

31

100

165

3.56

10

14

20

25

32

100

169

3.48

5

19

26

24

26

100

168

3.44

12

16

18

23

31

100

165

3.34

10

17

23

30

20

100

169

3.00

17

13

39

18

14

100

163

2.89

19

21

26

22

12

100

161

2.73

23

18

33

17

10

100

164

2.45

29

24

27

12

8

100

161

Note: Percents may not equal exactly 100% because of rounding .
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Table 8-12

Extent of participant concern with forest management issues, ("1" = "Not at all
concerned" and "5" = "Very concerned")
Mean
Water quality
Forest health
Conservation
Wildlife
Wildfire
Taxes
Timber harvesting
Landowner
liability
Livestock/grazing
Clearcutting

2

3

4

4.23
4.12
4.11
4.00
3.52
3.48
3.36
3.29

1
("/4)
1
2
2
3
6
10
11
9

("/4)
4
2
4
9
14
16
15
16

16
22
20
19
28
23
26
32

28
31
27
25
24
21
23
24

3.01
2.96

15
19

23
22

27
22

16
16

(%)

(%J

51
43
46
45
28
31
25
19

211
211
209
210
211
210
208
209

19
21

100
100

209
210

(%J

Note: Percents may not equal exactly 100% because of rounding.

Table 8-13
Knowledge rating of information presented at FWF field day.
1 Provided no
additional knowledge
2
3
4
5 Greatly increased
knowledae
Total

Frequency
1

Percent
1%

10
57
108
36

5
27
51
17

212

100%

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.
Mean=3.80

n

Total
%
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

5
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Table B-14
Rating of helpfulness of FWF field day programs.
1 Provided no help for
decision-making
2
3
4
5 Very helpful for
decision-making
Total

Frec,uency

Percent

12
69
93
33

6
33
45
16

209

100%

1%

2

Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.
Mean=3.69

Table B-15
Main reasons for objection to clearcutting.
Tree cutting destroys beauty
Destroys wildlife habitat
Too much of it being done
Threatens endangered species
Threatens ecological diversity
Takes too long for trees to grow
back
Changes from natural to forest
plantation
Increases global warming
Other reasons
Trees won't Qrow back

Frec,uency Percent

n

69%
63
59
49
47

44

54
54
53
53
53
54

20

38

53

12
7
7

23
13
13

53
53
53

37

34

31
26
25
24

Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.

Table B-16
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Participants were asked: "Many forest management issues involve difficult tradeoffs between environmental and economic considerations. Which of the following
statements best describe your view?"
Frequency Percent
77%
Both the environment and the economy are
67
important but the environment should come
first.
Both the environment and the economy are
10
11
important but the economy should come first.
The highest priority should be given to
10
9
protecting the environment, even if it hurts
the economy.
The highest priority should be given to
1
1
economic considerations such as jobs even
if it hurts the environment.
100%
Total
87
Note: Percentages may not equal 100% due to rounding.
**Results include data from Oak Ridge and Unicoi only. Results from Chickasaw are
reported in Table A-16.
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Table B-17
Important reasons for owning forest land.

***Wildlife (combined variable)
To provide a heritage for future
generations
To preserve natural beauty
To produce income from saw timber or
pulpwood
To use for other family recreation
To have a place to cut firewood
To use as a homesite
To use for family hunting
To have land for investment purposes
To produce income from hunting leases
Other reasons
*To shelter wildlife
provide habitat for wildlife
observe wildlife

-ro
-ro

Frequency
150
95

Percent
79%
75%

n

89
88

70
70

127
126

82
69
67
66
45
17
15
49
55
47

65

127
127
127
127
127
127
127
64
64
64

54

53
52
35
13
12
77
86
73

191
127

Note: Respondents could check all that apply. Percentages may not equal 100%.
*Only given as an option on Oak Ridge and Unicoi mail surveys.
**Only given as an option on Chickasaw mail survey.
***Combined variable calculating frequency and percent of all respondents who
checked at least one wildlife option.

Table B-18
Listed numbers of the top three items checked in B-17 in order of their
importance.*

Most Important
Homesite
Heritage
Sawtimber/Pulpwood
Preservation

Frequency
36

24

21
10

Percent
30%
20
18
8

n=119
Note: Only the four most poplar choices for each distinction are listed. Percentages
will not equal 100%.
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Table B-19

Listed numbers of the top three 2 nd most important items checked in B-17 in order
of their importance.*

zia Most Important
Sawtimber/Pulpwood
Preserve natural
beauty
Wildlife
Heritage

Frequency
22
18

Percent
19%
15

15
14

13
12

n=116
Note: Only the four most poplar choices for each distinction are listed. Percentages
will not equal 100%.

Table B-20
Listed numbers of the top three 3 rd most important items checked in B-17 in order
of their importance.*

3'u Most Important

Wildlife
Heritage for future
generations
Recreation
Sawtimber/Pulpwood

Frequency
20
17

Percent
17%
15

14
11

12
10

n=116
Note: Only the four most poplar choices for each distinction are listed. Percentages
will not equal 100%.
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Table B-21
Combined scores of the top three choices (Each listing = 1 point).
Rank

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

Heritage for future generations
Sawtimber/Pulpwood
Homesite
Wildlife
Preserve beauty
Recreation

Frequency

55

54

36
35
28

14

Table B-22
On-site evaluation of program usefulness - Results
Field Day

Mean Score

Oak Ridge- Tour 1
Oak Ridge - Tour 2
Oak Ridge - Overall
Unicoi - Overall
Chickasaw - Overall
Total - Overall

3.85
4.38
4.12
4.38
4.11

4.20

APPENDIX C: PRE/POST RESULTS FROM THE CHICKASAW FIELD DAY
Table C-1
List of Pre/Post questions and answers.
1.
2.

3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
9.
10.
11 .
12.
13.

Questions
Most forests in TN are:

Correct
Even-aged

One concern some people have about
clearcutting is whether or not the trees will
grow back. Do you think the trees grow
back by themselves?
Some tree species are better suited to
establish and grow in full sun.
The largest trees in the forest are always
the oldest.
Usually, thinning favors the growth of
larger (dominant) trees in the overstory.
In forest succession , all tree growth rates
are uniform.
After a clearcut, it usually takes 10-15
years before the first signs of plant
regeneration are found .
Partial cutting is an effective method for
forest regeneration in TN.
Pine plantations are not suitable habitat
for wildlife.
Forestry practices such as thinning and
burning can be advantageous for wildlife.
Each phase of forest succession is sure to
benefit some type of wildlife.
In general , staggering cuts overtime on
large tracts of land (>100 acres), will
enhance wildlife habitat diversity.
Riparian buffers protect water quality by:
(Check all that apply)

Yes

14. Riparian buffers can be a source of
economic gain as well as environmental
benefrt for landowners.
15. When planted on logging roads for erosion
control , native warm season grasses are
much better for wildlife than fescue .
16. Where do the majority of erosion problems
come from in logging operations? (Please
choose one)
17. What is the primary reason for
implementing Best Management Practices
(BMPs)?

True
False
True
False
False
False
False
True
True
True
a. Stabilizing the
streambank
b. Shading the
stream
c. Filtering excess
nutrients
True

Incorrect
Uneven-aged
Don't know
No
Don't know
False
Don't know
True
Don't know
False
Don't know
True
Don't know
True
Don't know
True
Don't know
True
Don't know
False
Don't know
False
Don't know
False
Don 't know
d. Maximizing
biodiversity
e. Don't know

False
Don't know

True

False
Don't know

Roads and skid
trails

Clearcutting
Thinning
Don't know
Control wildfire
Maximize
biodiversity
Don 't know

Prevent soil
erosion

90

91

Table C-2
Pre/Post Analysis: General population who attended educational programs at
Chickasaw and also returned a mail survey.
Questions
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Most forests in TN are:
One concern some people have about clearcutting
is whether or not the trees will grow back. Do you
think the trees grow back by themselves?
Some tree species are better suited to establish and
grow in full sun .
The largest trees in the forest are always the oldest.
Usually, thinning favors the growth of larger
(dominant) trees in the overstory.
In forest succession, all tree growth rates are
uniform.
After a clearcut, it usually takes 10-15 years before
the first signs of plant regeneration are found .
Partial cutting is an effective method for forest
regeneration in TN.
Pine plantations are not suitable habitat for wildlife.
Forestry practices such as thinning and burning can
be advantageous for wildlife.
Each phase of forest succession is sure to benefit
some type of wildlife.
In general, staggering cuts over time on large tracts
of land (>100 acres) , will enhance wildlife habitat
diversity.
Riparian buffers protect water quality by:
(Check all that apply)*

14. Riparian buffers can be a source of economic gain
as well as environmental benefit for landowners.
15. When planted on logging roads for erosion control,
native warm season grasses are much better for
wildlife than fescue.
16. Where do the majority of erosion problems come
from in logging operations? (Please choose one)
17. What is the primary reason for
implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs)?

Pre-Test:

% Correct

Post-Test:

% Correct

30.8
80.0

64.1
92.5

95.0

95.0

92.5
85.0

95.0
72.5

92.5

92.5

90.0

92.5

22.5

35.0

94.9
95.0

92.3
97.5

95.0

97.5

90.0

85.0

a. 65.0
b. 62.5
C. 60.0
d. 47.5
65.0

a. 95.0
b. 87.5
C. 82.5
d. 30.0
80.0

62.5

80.0

71 .8

92.3

47.5

70.0

*Question 13 includes pre/post analysis for four options because participants could
check all that apply.

n=40
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Table C-3
Pre/Post analysis of landowners who are not resource professionals.
Pre-Test:
% Correct
Most forests in TN are:
16.7
One concern some people have about clearcutting · 73.7
is whether or not the trees will grow back. Do you
think the trees grow back by themselves?
Some tree species are better suited to establish and 94.7
grow in full sun.
The largest trees in the forest are always the oldest. 94.7
Usually, thinning favors the growth of larger
78.9
(dominant) trees in the overstory.
In forest succession, all tree growth rates are
89.5
uniform.
After a clearcut, it usually takes 10-15 years before 94.7
the first signs of plant regeneration are found.
Partial cutting is an effective method for forest
10.5
regeneration in TN.
Pine plantations are not suitable habitat for wildlife. 89.5
Forestry practices such as thinning and burning can 94.7
be advantageous for wildlife.
Each phase of forest succession is sure to benefit
89.5
some type of wildlife.
In general, staggering cuts over time on large tracts 89.5
of land (>100 acres), will enhance wildlife habitat
diversity.
Riparian buffers protect water quality by:
a. 68.4
(Check all that apply)*
b. 68.4
C. 63.2
d. 42.1
Riparian buffers can be a source of economic gain
68.4
as well as environmental benefit for landowners.
When planted on logging roads for erosion control,
57.9
native warm season grasses are much better for
wildlife than fescue .
Where do the majority of erosion problems come
78.9
from in logging operations? (Please choose one)
What is the primary reason for
36.8
implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs)?

Questions
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11 .

12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

Post-Test:
% Correct
52.6
89.5
94.7
94.7
73.7
89.5
84.2
26.3

94.4
100.0
94.7
84.2
a. 89.5
b. 89.5
C. 94.7
d. 26.3
73.7
78.9

88.9
68.4

*Question 13 includes pre/post analysis for four options because participants could
check all that apply.

n=19
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APPENDIX D: SURVEY EXAMPLES
OAK RIDGE PRE -TOUR 1 EVALUATION: "MAKING THE BEST OF YOUR
FOREST & WILDLIFE OPTIONS"

Hello, my name is Belinda Esham. I am a Graduate Research Assistant in the Department of
Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries. For my Master's thesis, I am assisting the Extension Service and
the Experiment Station in evaluating the field day to improve future educational programs. The
evaluation is in three parts: pre-tour, post-tour, and one month following this field day. Therefore,
you will be asked to fill out two evaluation cards for Tour 1 and Tour 2 today. Please provide
your personal response to EACH QUESTION to the best of your knowledge. In order to
analyze all of the data, I will need to link your responses to the questions on each card with a
unique code number. Your code number will be the month and day of your birth and your zip
code . For the one month follow-up, we will need your name, address and code number on a
separate card to maintain confidentiality. When you tum in your address card later today, you will
receive a small gift to show our appreciation for your participation and assistance. Thank you for
your time!
BIRTH DATE (MO/DAY) _ _ / _ _

ZIP CODE _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

1. Most forests in Tennessee are: (Check one)
_ _ Even-aged

__ Uneven-aged

__ Don 't know/Not sure

2. One concern some people have about clearcutting is whether or not the trees will grow
back. Do you think the trees grow back by themselves, or will they need to be replanted?
__ Grow back by themselves __ Must be replanted
3. Pine plantations are not suitable habitat for wildlife. (Circle)

__ Don't know/Not sure
True

False

Don't know

4. When compared to fescue , native warm season grasses planted on logging roads have
more benefits for wildlife.
True
False Don't know
5. Where do the majority of erosion problems come from in logging operations?
(Please choose one)
__ Logging equipment
Roads & skid trails
__ Clear-cutting
Don't know/Not sure
6. What is the primary reason for implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs)?
(Please choose one)
Control wildfire
__ Maximize biodiversity
_ _ Maintain and protect water quality __ Reduce harvest costs
Don't know/Not sure
7. What is the primary purpose of Streamside Management Zone 1? (Please choose one)
__ Fishing access
Economic return
__ Filtering nutrients
A1a.

Pre-tour survey for Tour One at Oak Ridge

Streambank stabilization
Don't know/Not sure
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8. Forestry practices can be compatible with management for wildlife. (Circle)
True

False

Don't know

9. Some tree species are better suited to establish and grow in full sun.
True

False

Don't know

1O. Have you attended the other van tour (TOUR 2) today?
THANK YOU!

A1a.

(Continued)

YES

NO

OAK RIDGE PRE -TOUR 2 EVALUATION: "FOREST & WILDLIFE TECHNOLOGIES
APPLIED TO REAL SITUATIONS"
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Hello, my name is Belinda Esham. I am a Graduate Research Assistant in the
Department of Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries. For my Master's thesis, I am assisting the
Extension Service and the Experiment Station in evaluating the field day to improve future
educational programs. The evaluation is in three parts: pre-tour, post-tour, and one month
following this field day. Therefore, you will be asked to fill out two evaluation cards for Tour 1
and Tour 2 today. Please provide your personal response to EACH QUESTION to the best
of your knowledge. In order to analyze all of the data, I will need to link your responses to the
questions on each card with a unique code number. Your code number will be the month and
day of your birth and your zip code. For the one month follow-up, we will need your name,
address and code number on a separate card to maintain confidentiality. When you tum in your
address card later today, you will receive a small gift to show our appreciation for your
participation and assistance. Thank you for your time!
BIRTH DATE(MO/DAY) _ _ / _ _

ZIP CODE _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

1. Please indicate if the following statements are TRUE, FALSE, or if you DON'T KNOW
(DK) .

A. Clearcut and tornado disturbances create similar wildlife habitats.
True

False

DK

B. Partial cutting is an effective method for forest regeneration in Tennessee.
True

False

DK

C.After a severe tornado, wildlife diversity declines.
True

False

DK

D.Clearcut areas can benefit some types of birds.
True

False

DK

E. Wild turkey need a wide range of habitats for survival.
True

False

DK

F. Insects are an important food source for young turkey.
True

False

DK

G. Forest management can enhance wildlife habitat.
True

A1 b.

False

DK

Pre-tour survey for Tour Two at Oak Ridge
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H. The largest trees in a forest are always the oldest.
True

False

DK

I. Thinning should only be used to facilitate the growth of larger (dominant) trees.
True

False

DK

2. What is the most immediate forest health problem in Tennessee? (Check one)
Timber harvest
Overuse from recreation
Don't know/Not sure

_ _ Air pollution
Acid rain
__ Water quality
__ Exotic pests

3. In forest succession, all tree growth rates are uniform. (Circle)
True

False

Don't know

4 . What is the most significant factor in determining the survival and growth of any given
tree species? (Check one)

Site characteristics
Don't know/Not sure

_ _ Competition
_ _ Water quality
_ _ Ability to withstand fire

5. After a clearcut, it usually takes 10 to 15 years before the
first signs of plant regeneration are found .
True

False

Don't know

6. Each phase of forest succession is sure to benefit some type of wildlife.
True

False

Don't know

7. Have you attended the other van tour (TOUR 1) today?
THANK YOU!

A1b.

(Continued)

YES

NO

UNICOI PRE-TOUR SURVEY
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Hello, my name is Belinda Esham. I am a Graduate Research Assistant in the
Department of Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries. For my Master's thesis, I am assisting the
Extension Service and the Experiment Station in evaluating the field day to improve future
educational programs. The evaluation is in three parts: pre-tour, post-tour, and one month
following this field day. Therefore, you will be asked to fill out two evaluation cards today. Please
provide your personal response to EACH QUESTION to the best of your knowledge. In
order to analyze all of the data, I will need to link your responses to the questions on each card
with a unique code number. Your code number will be the month and day of your birth and your
zip code. For the one month follow-up and for field day registration purposes, we will need your
name, address and code number on a separate card to maintain confidentiality. When you tum in
the post survey card later today, you will receive a small gift to show our appreciation for your
participation and assistance. Before departing the field day today, please be sure to stop by the
registration tent to tum in your card and pick up your gift. Thank you for your time!

BIRTHDATE(MO/DAY) _ _ / _ _

ZIPCODE _ _ _ _ _

1. Please indicate if the following statements are TRUE, FALSE, or if you DONT KNOW (DK).
A.

Forest management can enhance wildlife habitat.
True

B.

B1.

False

DK

False

DK

False

DK

Partial cutting is an effective method for forest regeneration in Tennessee.
True

H.

DK

In forest succession, all tree growth rates are uniform.
True

G.

False

The largest trees in a forest are always the oldest.
True

F.

DK

Insects are an important food source for young turkey.
True

E.

False

Wild turkey need a wide range of habitats for survival.
True

D.

DK

When compared to fescue, native warm season grasses
planted on logging roads have more benefits for wildlife.
True

C.

False

False

DK

Thinning should only be used to facilitate the growth of larger (dominant) trees.

True
False
Pre-tour survey for Unicoi

DK

I.

True

J.

False

DK

A written timber sale contract is a legal document that protects
both the buyer and the seller.
True

K.
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Always sell timber by contract.

False

DK

Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be specified in the timber
sale contract.
True

False

DK

2. Most forests in Tennessee are: (Check one)
_ _Even-aged

__ Uneven-aged

_ _Don't know/Not sure

3. One concern some people have about clearcutting is whether or not the trees will grow back.
Do you think the trees grow back by themselves, or will they need to be replanted?
_ _Grow back by themselves

_ _Must be replanted

_ _ Don't know/Not sure

4. Where do the majority of erosion problems come from in logging operations?
(Please choose one)
__ Logging equipment
Don't know/Not sure

Roads & skid trails
_ _ Clear-cutting

5. What is the primary reason for implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs)?
(Please choose one)
__ Maximize biodiversity
Control wildfire
__ Maintain and protect water quality __ Reduce harvest costs
Don't know/Not sure
6 . The primary purpose of a Streamside Management Zone is to prevent disturbance of soil by
logging equipment. (Circle)
True

False
THANK YOU!

B1.

(Continued)

Don't know/Not sure

gg
CHICKASAW PRE-TOUR SURVEY
Hello, my name is Belinda Esham. I am a Graduate Research Assistant in the Department of
Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries. For my Master's thesis, I am assisting the Extension Service and
the Experiment Station in evaluating the field day to improve future educational programs. The
evaluation is in three parts: pre-tour, post-tour, and one month following this field day. Therefore,
you will be asked to fill out two evaluation cards today.

Please provide your personal response to EACH QUESTION to the best of your
knowledge. In order to analyze all of the data, I will need to link your responses to the questions
on each card with a unique code number. Your code number will be the month and day of your
birth and your zip code. You will receive a small gift to show our appreciation for your
participation and assistance. Before departing the field day today, please be sure to stop by the
registration table to pick up your gift. Thank you for your time!
BIRTHDATE(MO/DAY) _ _ / _ _
1. Most forests in Tennessee are: (Check one)

ZIPCODE _ _ _ _ _
__ Even-aged

_ _ Uneven-aged

Don't know

2. One concern some people have about clearcutting is whether or not the trees will grow
back. Do you think the trees grow back by themselves? (Circle)
YES

NO

DON'T KNOW

3. Some tree species are better suited to establish and grow in full sun . (Circle)
True

False

Don't know

4. The largest trees in a forest are always the oldest.
True

False

Don't know

5. Usually, thinning favors the growth of larger (dominant) trees in the overstory.
True

False

Don't know

6. In forest succession , all tree growth rates are unifonn.
True

False

Don't know

7. After a clearcut, it usually takes 10-15 years before the first signs of plant
regeneration are found .
True

False

Don't know

8. Partial cutting is an effective method for forest regeneration in TN.
True

C1 .

False

Don't know

Pre-tour survey for Chickasaw

9. Pine plantations are not suitable habitat for wildlife.
True

o.

1

False

Don't know

Forestry practices such as thinning and burning can be advantageous for wildlife.
True

False

Don't know

11. Each phase of forest succession is sure to benefit some type of wildlife.
True

False

Don't know

12. In general, staggering cuts over time on large tracts of land (>100 acres), will
enhance wildlife habitat diversity.
True

False

Don't know

13. Riparian buffers protect water quality by: (Check all that apply)
_ _ Stabilizing the streambank
_ _ Filtering excess nutrients and
removing pollutants

__ Shading the stream (protection from
thermal pollution)
__ Maximizing biodiversity

Don't know/Not Sure
14. Riparian buffers can be a source of economic gain as well as environmental benefit for
landowners. (Circle)
True

False

Don't know

15. When planted on logging roads for erosion control, native warm season grasses (e.g . big
bluestem, indian grass, switch grass, eastern gama grass) are much better for wildlife
than fescue. (Circle)
True

False

Don't know

16. Where do the majority of erosion problems come from in logging operations?
(Please choose one)
Roads & skid trails
_ _ Clear-cutting

__ Thinning
Don't know

17. What is the primary reason for implementing Best Management Practices (BMPs)?
(Please choose one)
Control wildfire
_ _ Maximize biodiversity

C1.

Prevent soil erosion
Don't know

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE ESSENTIAL TO OUR STUDY!
(Continued)
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Dear Field Day Participant,
My name is Belinda Esham, and I am a graduate student in forestry at the University of
Tennessee at Knoxville. I am asking you to help me complete a research study as partial
fulfillment of a master's degree in Forestry. You may recall completing survey and name and
address cards at the Forest and Wildlife Celebration at the Chickasaw State Forest, State
Park, and Wildlife Management Area on October 8, 1998. The attached survey is the final part of
the evaluation procedure for that field day. I am conducting this study to evaluate the
effectiveness of the educational presentations you observed. This data will assist the Extension
Service and the Experiment Station in improving future educational programs.
All data from this questionnaire will be held in the strictest confidence and will not be
associated with your name. The number you see on your survey is used by the researchers at
UT to keep track of who has responded . Please do not include your name or initials on any part
of the survey. The survey should only take a few minutes of your time to complete. The results of
this study will be valid if everyone contacted responds; however, it will be incomplete without
sufficient response.
Please place the completed questionnaire in the pre-addressed and stamped envelope I
have provided for you. I am also asking you to please return your completed survey within 2
weeks of receiving the form . Your time and effort are greatly appreciated . If you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (423) 974-5497.

Sincerely,

Belinda Esham
Graduate Student, Research Assistant
Dr. Mark Fly
Associate Professor, Department of Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries
University of Tennessee, Knoxville
(423) 974-7126

Note: Letters for Oak Ridge and Unicoi were not included due to their similarity in content to
this letter.

C2.

Cover letter for first mailing of Chickasaw mail questionnaire
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December 1, 1998
Two weeks ago a questionnaire seeking your help in evaluating the Forestry, Wildlife &
Fisheries Forest & Wildlife Celebration at the Chickasaw State Forest, State Park, and Wildlife
Management Area on October 8, 1998 was mailed to you.
If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire, please accept our sincere
thanks. If not, please do so today. In order to accurately evaluate extension field day
programs, it is extremely important to receive completed questionnaires from all participants.
If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or it was misplaced , please contact
me by mail or phone and I will send another one in the mail to you right away.
Thanks Again,

Belinda Esham
Graduate Research Assistant
The University of Tennessee
Department of Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries
P.O. Box 1071
Knoxville, TN 37901-1071
(423) 974-5497

Note: Cards for Oak Ridge and Unicoi were not included due to their similarity in content to this
example.

C3.

First reminder post card for Chickasaw
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Dear Field Day Participant,
Last month a questionnaire seeking your help in evaluating the Forestry and Wildlife
Celebration, held at the Chickasaw State Forest on October 8, 1998 was mailed to you .
If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire, please accept our sincere thanks.
If not, please do so today. A second copy of the survey is enclosed. In order to accurately
evaluate extension field day programs, it is extremely important to receive completed
questionnaires from all participants.
If you have any questions regarding the survey, please feel free to contact me by mail or phone .
Thanks Again ,

Belinda Esham
Graduate Research Assistant
The University of Tennessee
Department of Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries
P.O. Box 1071
Knoxville, TN 37901 -1071

(423) 974-5497

Note: Letters for Oak Ridge and Unicoi were not included due to their similarity in content to
this letter.

C4.

Cover letter for second mailing of Chickasaw mail questionnaire
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January 19, 1999
Not long ago a second questionnaire seeking your help in evaluating the Forestry, Wildlife and
Fisheries Forest & Wildlife Celebration held at the Chickasaw State Forest, State Park and
Management Area on October 8, 1998, was mailed to you.
If you have already completed and returned the questionnaire, please accept our sincere thanks.
If not, please do so today. In order to accurately evaluate extension field day programs, it is
extremely important to receive completed questionnaires from all participants.
If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or it was misplaced , please contact me
by mail or phone and I will send another one in the mail to you right away.
Thanks Again ,
Belinda Esham
Graduate Research Assistant
The University of Tennessee
Department of Forestry, Wildlife and Fisheries
P.O. Box 1071
Knoxville, TN 37901 -1071
(423) 974-5497

Note: Cards for Oak Ridge and Unicoi were not included due to their similarity in content to
this example.

CS.

Second reminder post card for Chickasaw

1

FORESTRY & WILDLIFE FIELD DAY EVALUATION

To conduct a complete evaluation of our field day, we would like to send you a follow-up
questionnaire in one month. We are asking for your name and address for registration purposes
and also so that we can send a copy of our follow-up survey to you. Your responses will be
confidential and not associated with your name. In order to mail you the survey, we need the
information below. Please remember to provide your birth date so we can combine the pre-tour
and post-tour evaluation responses. Thank you for your time and participation!
NAME:
ADDRESS:
CITY:

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ST:

ZIP: _ _ _ __

BIRTH DATE (Mo/Day): _ _ _ _ / ____

WE APPRECIATE YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION!
THANKS AGAIN!

D.

Name and Address Card

. . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- --~10.6
POST FIELD DAY EVALUATION

Please rate each of the programs that you attended at today's field day according to
the amount of useful infonnation presented. For example, if you circle "1" it would reflect
that you felt that the information conveyed was "NOT VERY" useful, whereas a rating of "5"
would reflect that the information was "VERY" useful. Spaces are also provided for your
suggestions or comments. If you did not attend a listed program, please mark "DID NOT
ATTEND" . To receive your free gift, mention that you attended the field tour at the
registration tent. Thank you for your participation!
USEFUL INFORMATION
Birth Date (mo/day): _ _/_ __
Zip Code: _ _ _ _ _

Not
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _Very<----~~ Very

1. Regeneration 19 Years After Harvest: A New Forest

Did
Not
Attend

1

2

3

4

5

X

1

2

3

4

5

X

5

X

Suggestions?

2. Coordinating Wildlife Management with
Woodland Management
Suggestions?

3. Getting the Best from Your Streamside Resources with Best Management
Practices (BMPs)
3
4
1
2

Suggestions?_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
How did you hear about THE FOREST & WILDLIFE CELEBRATION?

What was your main reason for attending THE FOREST & WILDLIFE CELEBRATION?

WE APPRECIATE YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION!
THANKS AGAIN!

Note: Post-tour survey cards for Oak Ridge and Unicoi were not included because of they
were similar in format.

E.

Post-tour utility survey card for Chickasaw

Oak Ridge Forestry & Wildlife Celebration

TOUR 1
1. Effects of Different Soils & Past Land Use on Tree Growth
2. Forest History & Disturbances in the Oak Ridge Area
3. Incorporating Wildlife Management into Your Timber Harvests
4 . Reforestation Options for Your Woodlot
5. Protecting Your Forest Resources with Best Management Practices
6. Getting the Best From Your Streamside Resources

TOUR2
1. Natural & Man-made Disturbances in Wildlife-A Story of a Tornado
2. Forest Health-What's Eating Our Trees
3. Forest Development 6 Years After a Regeneration Harvest
4. Elements of Success From an Eastern Wild Turkey Stocking Program
5. Preventing High-Grading When Using Partial Cuts

Unicoi: Forestry, Wildlife & Fisheries Forest Stewardship Field Day

1. Let's Talk Turkey

2. Forest Stewardship

3 . Fencing Demonstration

4. Timber Sales and Sale Contracts

5. Best Management Practices

6. Wildlife Habitat for Your Farm

7. Streamside Resources

8. Bears in Tennessee

9. Fish for Your Farm Pond

10. Caring for the Wood Around Your House

F. List of educational presentations for Oak Ridge, Unicoi, and Chickasaw.
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Chickasaw State Forest, Forest & Wildlife Celebration

Stop #1 . Regeneration 19 Years After Harvest: A New Forest
Stop #2. Coordinating Wildlife Management with Woodland Management
Stop #3. Getting the Best From Your Streamside Resources with Best Management
Practices (BMPs)

F. (Continued)
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SECTION ONE

1. Did you attend the Forest & Wildlife Celebration at the
Oak Ridge Experiment Station on April 23, 1998 as a:
(Check all that apply)
Forest landowner
Timber contractor

_ _ Resource professional
Concerned citizen

Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
IF YOU ARE A FOREST LANDOWNER,
PLEASE ANSWER 1a -1d.
IF YOU ARE NOT A LANDOWNER, GO TO QUESTION 2.
1a. How many forest or woodland acres do you
own?_ _ _ _ _ __
Location of your woodland (state and counties) :
1b. Which of the following reasons for owning forest land
are important to you? (Check all that apply)
(1)__ To use as a homesite
(2)__ To produce income from saw timber or
pulpwood

(6)__ To have land for investment purposes
(such as future residential or industrial
developments)

(7)_ _ To produce income from hunting leases
(8)_ _ To preserve natural beauty

(9)__ To provide a heritage for future generations
(1 O)_ _ To shelter wildlife
(11)__ Other reasons (Please describe):_ _ __
1c. Of the items checked in 1b, please list the numbers of the
top three in order of their importance to you.
__ MOST IMPORTANT (number)

__ 2ND MOST IMPORTANT (number)
__ 3RD MOST IMPORTANT (number)
1d. Do you feel it is difficult to obtain professional assistance
or advice concerning forest management?
YES

NO

_ _ No Opinion

If YES please explain:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

(3)__ To use for family hunting
(4)__ To use for other family recreation

G1.

(5)__ To have a place to cut firewood (or other
products for family use)
Oak Ridge mail survey

-'°
0

2. How did you hear about the Forest & Wildlife
Celebration in Oak Ridge? (Check all that apply)
Newsletter
__ University of Tennessee personnel
Radio
_ _ Newspaper
Direct Mail - Out
Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

3. Please circle the number that best represents your

response to the information presented at the field day.

Provided no
additional knowledge

1

2

3

4

6

Provides no help
for decision-making

1

2

3

4

6 ·

Greatly increased
knowledge
Very helpful for
decision-making

4. Have you or do you expect to change your forest

management practices as a result of attending the Forestry
and Wildlife Celebration? (Check one)
No

_ _ Maybe

Yes

_ _ Not Applicable

Don't know/Not sure

G1.

(Continued)

5. Do you expect to attend future field day events?
No

Yes

Not Sure

6. What type of forestry education programs interest you
most? (Check all that apply)

__ Meetings

Video conference

_ _ Field days

Seminars

Onsite visit
with forestry
professional

Demonstrations

Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

7. How many other field days (if any) have you attended in the
past? (Check)

None

2-5

More than 10

One

6 - 10

Don't know

SECTION TWO
PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR PERSONAL RESPONSE TO
EACH QUESTION TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE.

1. Please indicate if the following statements are TRUE (T),
FALSE (F), or if you DON'T KNOW (DK) by filling in
the blank next to each statement.

-0

A. Clearcut and tornado disturbances create similar
wildlife habitats.
8 . Partial cutting is an effective method for forest
regeneration in TN. _ _
C. After a severe tornado, wildlife diversity declines. _ _
D. Clearcut areas can benefit some types of birds. _ _
E. Wild turkey need a wide range of habitats for survival.
F. Insects are an important food source for young turkey.
G. Forest management can enhance wildlife habitat. __
H. The largest trees in a forest are always the oldest.
I. Thinning should only be used to facilitate the growth of
larger (dominant) trees. _ _
2. What is the most immediate forest health problem in
Tennessee? (Please check only one)
__ Air pollution
Acid rain
__ Water quality
__ Exotic pests
G1.

(Continued)

Timber harvest
Overuse from recreation
Don't know/Not sure

3. In forest succession, all tree growth rates are uniform.
(Circle)
Don't know
True
False
4. What is the most significant factor in determining the
survival and growth of any given tree species? (Please
check only one)
__ Competition

Site characteristics

__ Water quality

Don't know/Not sure

__ Ability to withstand fire
Other: _ _ _ __
5. After a clearcut, it usually takes 10 to 15 years before the
first signs of plant regeneration are found . (Circle)
True

False

Don't know

6. Each phase of forest succession is sure to benefit some
type of wildlife .
True

False

Don't know

SECTION THREE
PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR PERSONAL RESPONSE TO
EACH QUESTION TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE.

1. Most forests in Tennessee are (Check one):
__ Even-aged

__ Uneven-aged __ DK

--

2. One concern some people have about clearcutting is

whether or not the trees will grow back. Do you think the
trees grow back by themselves, or will they need to be
replanted?

6. What is the primary reason for implementing Best
Management Practices (BMPs)? (Please check only one)
Control wildfire

__ Grow back by themselves

_ _ Maintain and protect water quality

_ _ Must be replanted

Reduce harvest costs

__ Don't know/Not sure

_ _ Maximize biodiversity

3. Pine plantations are not suitable habitat for wildlife.
(Circle)

True

False

Don't know

4. When compared to fescue , native warm season grasses

Don't know/Not sure

7. What is the primary purpose of Streamside Management
Zones? (Please check only one)

planted on logging roads have more benefits for wildlife.
(Circle)
Don't know
True
False

_ _ Fishing access
Streambank stabilization

5. Where do the majority of erosion problems come from in
logging operations? (Please check only one)
Roads & skid trails
_ _ Clearcutting

Economic return

_ _ Logging equipment

_ _ Filtering nutrients

Don't know/Not sure

Don't know/Not Sure

8.

Forestry practices can be compatible with management for
wildlife. (Circle)
True

9.

(Continued)

Don't know

Some tree species are better suited to establish and grow
in full sunlight.
True

G1.

False

False

Don't know

........
N

2. To what extent do each of the following forest issues
concern you? (Circle)

SECTION FOUR

1. Do you have any concerns about the way the forests in
Yes

No

If yes, please indicate the extent to which the following issues
concern you: (Circle)
Not at all
Very much

Very much

Not at all

your region are being treated? (Circle)

Timber harvesting

1

2

3

4

5

Wildlife

1

2

3

4

5

Conservation

1

2

3

4

5

Too much timber cutting

1

2

3

4

5

Water quality

1

2

3

4

5

Improper logging practices

1

2

3

4

5

Forest health

1

2

3

4

5

Loss of beauty/scenery

1

2

3

4

5

Livestock/grazing

1

2

3

4

5

Too much private development 1

2

3

4

5

Landowner liability

1

2

3

4

5

Diseases/Insects destroying the
trees
1

2

3

4

5

Taxes

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Wildfire

Amount of forest decreasing

1

2

3

4

5

Chipmilling taking too much
wood

Clearcutting

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Loss of wildlife habitat

1

2

3

4

5

Poor markets for forest
products

1

2

3

4

5

Too much regulation on forestry 1
practices

2

3

4

5

Other:

G1.
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Other:
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3. Do you object to the practice of clearcutting? (Please
circle)

Yes

No

Don't know/Not sure

If YES , what are the MAIN reasons for your objection?
(Check)
__
__
__
__
__
__
__
__
__

Tree cutting destroys beauty
Too much of it being done
Destroys wildlife habitat
Increases global warming
Threatens ecological diversity
Trees won't grow back
Changes from natural to forest plantation
Takes too long for trees to grow back
Threatens endangered species
Other reason: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

4. If you knew the trees would grow back after a clearcut,
would you think that clearcutting should be permitted on:
PLEASE CIRCLE

No

DK

No opinion

Land owned by lumber or paper companies:
Yes

No

DK

No opinion

Land owned by the government such as National
Forests:
Yes

G1.
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No

DK

_ _ The highest priority should be given to protecting the
environment, even if it hurts the economy.
_ _ Both the environment and the economy are
important but the environment should come first.
_ _ Both the environment and the economy are
important but the economy should come first.
_ _ The highest priority should be given to economic
considerations such as jobs even if it hurts the
environment.
Don't know/Not sure.

Land owned by individuals:
Yes

5. Many forest management issues involve difficult trade-offs
between environmental and economic considerations.
Which of the following statements best describe your view?
(Please check only one)

No opinion

No comment.

SECTION FIVE

1. Are you a resident of Tennessee?

Yes

No

If NO , in what state do you reside?_ _ _ _ _ _ __

2 . Gender:

Male

Female

3. Occupation: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

4. Are you directly involved in forest management on :
(Check all that apply)
Your Land
__ Industry Land

_ _ Less than high school graduate (0 - 11)
_ _ High school graduate (12)
__ Some college
_ _ TradefTechnicalNocational training

Other Private Land

__ College graduate

Public Land

_ _ Post graduate work/degree

None of the Above

Don't wish to answer

5. Do you or anyone in your household work in a forestry or
wildlife related field? (Circle)
Yes

6. What is the highest level of education you have
completed? (Please check only one)

No

7. Do you participate in: (Please check all that apply)
__ Hunting

_ _ Observing Wildlife

_ _ Fishing

__ Hiking

__ Camping

_ _ Mountain Biking

__ Other forest recreation activity: _ _ _ _ __

G1.
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8. What is your total annual household income , before taxes?
(Please check only one)
_ _ Under $10,000

__ $30 ,000 to $49,999

__ $10,001 to $19,999

_ _ $50,000 to $74,999

__ $20,000 to $24,999

__ $75,000 or more

__ $25,000 to $29,999

Don't wish to answer

Don't know

8. What percent of your 1997 household income came from
forest land, if any? _ _ _ _ __

9. Are you a farmer? (Circle)

Yes

No

1Oa . If YES, are you a full-time or part-time farmer? (Check)
Full-time
Part-time

1Ob. If YES , did you have an agricultural income of $1,000 or
more in 1997? (Check)
YES

NO
Don't know
Don't wish to answer

G1.
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION!
YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE ESSENTIAL TO OUR STUDY.

SECTION ONE

1. Did you attend the Forestry, Wildlife & Fisheries
Forest Stewardship Field Day at the Farmhouse
Gallery and Gardens in Unicoi, TN on June 4, 1998 as a:
(Check all that apply)
_ _ Forest landowner __ Resource professional
Timber contractor

Concerned citizen

Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
IF YOU ARE A FOREST LANDOWNER, PLEASE
ANSWER 1a -1d.
IF YOU ARE NOT A LANDOWNER, GO TO QUESTION 2.

1a. How many forest or woodland acres do you
own?_ _ _ _ _ __

Location of your woodland (state and counties) :

1b. Which of the following reasons for owning forest land
are important to you? (Check all that apply)
(1)_ _ To use as a homesite

(2) _ _ To produce income from saw timber or pulpwood
(3)_ _ To use for family hunting

(4)_ _ To use for other family recreation
(5)_ _ To have a place to cut firewood (or other products
for family use)
(6)_ _ To have land for investment purposes (such as
future residential or industrial developments)

(7)_ _ To produce income from hunting leases
(8)_ _ To preserve natural beauty

(9) _ _ To provide a heritage for future generations

(1 O)_ _ To shelter wildlife
(11)__ Other reasons (Please describe):._ _ _ _ __
1c. Of the items checked in 1b, please list the numbers of the top
three in order of their importance to you.
_ _ MOST IMPORTANT (number)
_ _ 2ND MOST IMPORTANT (number)
G2.

Unicoi mail questionnaire

_ _ 3RD MOST IMPORTANT (number)

- .l

1d. Do you feel it is difficult to obtain professional
assistance or advice concerning forest management?
__ No Opinion

NO

YES

4. Have you or do you expect to change your forest management
practices as a result of attending the Forestry, Wildlife &
Fisheries Forest Stewardship Field Day? (Check one)
No

If YES please explain: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
2. How did you hear about the Forestry, Wildlife &
Fisheries Forest Stewardship Field Day in Unicoi?
(Check all that apply)
Newsletter
_ _ University of Tennessee personnel
Radio

Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
3. Please circle the number that best represents your
response to the information presented at the field day.

Provides no help
1
for
decision-making
G2. (Continued)

2

2

_ _ Not Applicable
Don't know/Not sure
5. Do you expect to attend future field day events?

3

3

Yes

Not Sure

6. What type of forestry education programs interest you most?
(Check all that apply)

Direct Mail - Out

1

Yes

No

_ _ Newspaper

Provided no
knowledge

__Maybe

4
4

5

Greatly increased
knowledge

5

Very helpful for
decision-making

_ _ Meetings

Video conference

- - Field days

Seminars

_ _ Onsite visit with forestry
professional

Demonstrations

Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

7. How many other field days (if any) have you attended in the
past? (Check)

None

2-5

More than 10

One

6 - 10

Don't know

00

SECTION TWO
1. Please indicate if the following statements are TRUE
(T), FALSE (F), or if you DON'T KNOW (DK) by filling in
the blank next to each statement.
A. Forest management can enhance wildlife habitat.
B. When compared to fescue, native warm season
grasses planted on logging roads have more benefits
for wildlife. _ __
C. Wild turkey need a wide range of habitats for survival.
D. Insects are an important food source for young turkey.
E. The largest trees in a forest are always the oldest.
F. In forest succession, all tree growth rates are uniform.
G. Partial cutting is an effective method for forest
regeneration in Tennessee. _ __
H. Thinning should only be used to facilitate the growth of
larger (dominant) trees. _ __
I. Always sell timber by contract. _ __
J . A written timber sale contract is a legal document that
protects both the buyer and the seller. _ __
K. Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be
specified in the timber sale contract. _ __

2. Most forests in Tennessee are: (Check one)
_ _ Even-aged

_ _Uneven-aged

_ _Don't Know

3. One concern some people have about clearcutting is whether or
not the trees will grow back. Do you think the trees grow back by
themselves, or will they need to be replanted?
_ _Grow back by themselves
__Must be replanted
_ _ Don't know/Not sure
4. Where do the majority of erosion problems come from in logging
operations? (Please check only one)
Roads & skid trails
_ _ Clear-cutting

_ _ Logging equipment
Don't know/Not sure

5. What is the primary reason for implementing Best Management
Practices (BMPs)? (Please check only one)
Control wildfire
_ _ Maintain and protect water quality
Reduce harvest costs
_ _ Maximize biodiversity

Don't know/Not sure

G2. (Continued)

6 . The primary purpose of a Streamside Management
Zone is to prevent disturbance of soil by logging
equipment. (Circle) True
False Don't know

1.0

2. To what extent do each of the following forest issues concern

SECTION THREE

1. Do you have any concerns about the way the forests in

you? (Circle)

your region are being treated? (Circle)
Yes

No

If yes, please indicate the extent to which the following
issues concern you: (Circle)

Very

Not at all
Too much timber cutting
Improper logging practices
Loss of beauty/scenery
Too much private
development
Diseases/Insects
destroying the trees
Amount of forest decreasing
Chipmilling taking
too much wood
Loss of wildlife habitat
Poor markets for
forest products
Too much regulation
on forestry practices
Other:

G2. (Continued)

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

1

2

3

4

5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5

5

1

2

3

4

5

Very

Not at all
Timber harvesting

1

2

3

4

5

Wildlife

1

2

3

4

5

Conservation

1

2

3

4

5

Water quality

1

2

3

4

5

Forest health

1

2

3

4

5

Livestock/grazing

1

2

3

4

5

Landowner liability

1

2

3

4

5

Taxes

1

2

3

4

5

Wildfire

1

2

3

4

5

Clearcutting

1

2

3

4

5

Other:

.....
N
0

3. Do you object to the practice of clearcutting? (Please
circle)

Yes

No

Don't know/Not sure

If YES , what are the MAIN reasons for your objection?
(Check)
__ Tree cutting destroys beauty
__ Too much of it being done
__ Destroys wildlife habitat
__ Increases global warming
__
. Threatens ecological diversity
_ _ Trees won't grow back
__ Changes from natural to forest plantation
__ Takes too long for trees to grow back
__ Threatens endangered species
Other reason: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

4. If you knew the trees would grow back after a clearcut,
would you think that clearcutting should be permitted
on:

Land owned by individuals:
No

DK

__ The highest priority should be given to protecting the
environment, even if it hurts the economy.
__ Both the environment and the economy are important
but the environment should come first.
__ Both the environment and the economy are important
but the economy should come first.
__ The highest priority should be given to economic
considerations such as jobs even if it hurts the
environment.
Don't know/Not sure.

PLEASE CIRCLE

Yes

5. Many forest management issues involve difficult trade-offs
between environmental and economic considerations. Which of
the following statements best describe your view? (Please check
only one)

No opinion

No comment.

Land owned by lumber or paper companies:
Yes

No

DK

No opinion

Land owned by the government such as National
Forests:
Yes
No
DK
No opinion

G2. (Continued)
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SECTION FOUR
1. Are you a resident of Tennessee?

Yes

No

If NO, in what state do you reside?_ _ _ _ _ __

2. Gender:

Male

Female

3. Occupation : _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
4. Are you directly involved in forest management on:
(Check all that apply)
Your Land

Other Private Land

_ _ Industry Land

Public Land

_ _ Less than high school graduate (0 - 11)
_ _ High school graduate (12)
_ _ Some college
_ _ Trade/TechnicalNocational training
_ _ College graduate
_ _ Post graduate work/degree
Don't wish to answer

7. Do you participate in: (Please check all that apply)

None of the Above

5. Do you or anyone in your household work in a forestry
or wildlife related field? (Circle)
Yes

6. What is the highest level of education you have
completed? (Please check only one)

No

_ _ Hunting

_ _ Observing Wildlife

_ _ Fishing

_ _ Hiking

_ _ Camping

_ _ Mountain Biking

_ _ Other forest recreation activity: _ _ _ _ _ _ __

8. What is your total annual household income, before taxes?

G2. (Continued)

_ _ Under $10,000

_ _ $30,000 to $49,999

_ _ $10,001 to $19,999

_ _ $50,000 to $74 ,999

_ _ $20,000 to $24,999

_ _ $75,000 or more

_ _ $25,000 to $29,999
Don't know

Don't wish to answer

.....
N
N

9. What percent of your 1997 household income came
from forest land, if any? _ _ _ _ __
10. Are you a farmer? (Circle) Yes

No

1Oa . If YES , are you a full-time or part-time farmer?
(Check)
Full-time
Part-time
1Ob. If YES, did you have an agricultural income of
$1 ,000 or more in 1997? (Check)

YES
NO
Don't know
Don't wish to answer
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION!
YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE ESSENTIAL TO OUR STUDY.

G2. (Continued)

SECTION ONE
1. Did you attend the Forest & Wildlife Celebration at the
Chickasaw State Forest on Thursday, October 8, 1998 as
a: (Check all that apply)
Resource Professional
Forest landowner
Timber contractor
Concerned citizen
Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
If you are a FOREST LANDOWNER, please answer 1a - 1f.
If you are NOT A FOREST LANDOWNER, Go to question 2
1a. How many forest or woodland acres do you own? _ __
Location of your woodland (state and counties):
1 b. Which of the following reasons for owning forest land are
important to you? (Check all that apply)
(1)_ _ To use as a homesite
(2)_ _ To produce income from saw timber or pulpwood
(3)_ _ To use for family hunting
(4)_ _ To use for other family recreation
(5)_ _ To have a place to cut firewood (or other products for
family use)
(6)_ _ To have land for investment purposes (such as future
residential or industrial developments)
(7)_ _ To produce income from hunting leases
(8) _ _ To preserve natural beauty
(9) _ _ To provide a heritage for future generations
(10) _ _ To provide habitat for wildlife
(11)_ _ To observe wildlife
(12) _ _ Other reasons (Please describe):_ _ _ _ _ __
G3.

Chickasaw mail questionnaire

1c. If multiple items were checked in 1b, please list the
numbers of the top three in order of their importance to
you.
_ _ MOST IMPORTANT (number)
_ _ 2No IMPORTANT (number)
- - 3RD

IMPORTANT (number)

1c1. Which statement(s) best describes your approach to
forestry? (Check all that apply)
(1) _ _ I maximize economic returns for timber.
(2) _ _ I manage timber for financial return while improving
wildlife and recreation .
(3) _ _ I see timber as emergency cash (harvest when
needed) .
(4) _ _ I manage wildlife habitat as a primary forestry goal.
(5) _ _ I view recreational interests other than wildlife as a
primary forestry goal.
(6) _ _ I manage to enhance aesthetics.

(7) _ _ I have never really thought about it.

(8) _ _ Other:
1c1 a. Please list the number of the statement checked in 1 c1.
that has the highest priority for you : _ __

1c2. If you are not actively managing your forest land, please
check the factors that discourage you from doing so.
(Check all that apply)

1c4. What is the source of information about forest
management that you have utilized in the past? (Check
all that apply)
None

Lack of time
_ _ I don't think management is needed

_ _ Word of mouth (e.g. friends, neighbors, family)

_ _ Isn't profitable

Extension service

_ _ No desire or interest in management

Private consultants

_ _ Adjacent land-use conflict

_ _ Tennessee Division of Forestry (TDF)

_ _ Potential for development

_ _ Tennessee Wildlife Resources Agency (TWRA)

_ _ Regulations or laws, such as water quality or endangered
species

_ _ Educational programs (e.g. field days)

_ _ Lack of funds for management practices
Lack of information
_ _ Land holdings are too small or in multiple locations
Other:_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
1c3. How knowledgeable do you feel you are about how to
manage your forest land? Would you say: (Check one)
Not at all
A Little
Somewhat

G3.
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_ _ Very knowledgeable
Don't know

_ _ Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)
Publications
_ _ Clubs and/or landowner associations (e.g.
hunting club)
_ _ Professional associations (e.g . Tennessee
Forestry Association-TFA)
Other sources: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
1d. Is it difficult to obtain professional assistance or advice
concerning forest management? (Check)
YES

NO

_ _ No Opinion

If YES, please explain: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

N

V,

1e. What type(s) of infonnation or assistance would be
helpful to you regarding managing your forest land?

1f. Which of the following forest management practices (if

any) have you used in the past five years, or plan to use
in the next five years? (Check all that apply)
Prescribed fire
_ _ Tree planting
_ _ Harvesting (including thinnings & timber stand
improvement)
Wildlife enhancement
_ _ Chemical application (herbicide or fertilizer)
None of the above

2. How did you learn about the Forest & Wildlife
Celebration in Chickasaw State Park? (Check all that
apply)

Newsletter

_ _ University of Tennessee personnel
Radio
_ _ Newspaper

G3.

3. Please circle the number that best describes the
information presented at the field day.
Provided no
additional knowledge

1

2

3

4

5

Greatly increased
knowledge

Provides no help
for decision-making

1

2

3

4

5

Very helpful for
decision-making

4. Have you or do you expect to change your forest

management as a result of attending the Forest & Wildlife
Celebration? (Check one)
Yes

No

_ _ Maybe

_ _ Not Applicable

Don't know/Not sure

5. Do you expect to attend future field day events
concerning forest management?
Yes

No

Not Sure

6. What type of forestry education programs interest you
most? (Check all that apply)
_ _ Meetings

Video conference

_ _ Field days

Seminars

Direct Mail - Out

Onsite visit with
forestry professional

Demonstrations

Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Available Literature

Internet

(Continued)

Other: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

N
0\

6a. How interested are you in the following topics for
educational information? Circling a "1" means you have
no interest while circling a "5" means you are extremely
interested. (Please circle one number per topic)
No
Interest

Some

Interest

Moderate
Interest

High
Interest

6b. How interested are you in the following types of
assistance programs or activities? (Please circle one
number per topic)
No
Interest

High
Interest

Some

Interest

Moderate
Interest

Viewing
demo
projects,
Including
tours of
managed
forest land

2

3

4

Very
High
Interest
5

Receiving

2

3

4

5

2

3

4

5

Very

Timber
prices &
management
costs

2

3

4

High
Interest
5

Forest
management
options

2

3

4

5

Forest
finances &
taxes

2

3

4

5

Landowner

2

3

4

5

Attending
landowner
workshops
or meetings

Property
rights &
regulations

2

3

4

Receiving
cost shares

2

3

5

4

5

2

3

4

5

Forestry
information
on the
Internet

2

Participating
Ina
landowner
association

2

3

4

5

Management
of forest
wildlife

2

Assistance
from forest
Industry
Assistance
from private
consulting
foresters

2

3

4

5

Assistance
from public
agencies

2

3

4

5

association

G3.
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publications

3

3

4

4

5

5

....tv
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7. How many other field days (if any) have you attended in
the past? (Check)
None

2-5

More than 10

One

6-10

Don't know

8. Which of the following times do you prefer for meetings or
educational programs? (Please check one)

__ Weekend evenings

_ _ Weekday evenings

__ Weekend during the day _ _ Weekday during the day
None

SECTION TWO

1. Most forests in Tennessee are: (Check one)
_

Even-aged _ _ Uneven-aged _ _ Don't know

2. One concern some people have about clearcutting is

whether or not the trees will grow back. Do you think the
trees grow back by themselves? (Circle)
Yes

No

Don't know

3. Some tree species are better suited to establish and grow
in full sun . (Circle)
True

False

Don't know

4. The largest trees in a forest are always the oldest.
True

False

Don't know

5. Usually, thinning favors the growth of larger (dominant)
trees in the overstory.
True

False

Don't know

6 . In forest succession, all tree growth rates are uniform.
True

False

Don't know

7. After a clearcut, it usually takes 10-15 years before the
first signs of plant regeneration are found.
True

G3.
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False

Don't know

8 . Partial cutting is an effective method for forest regeneration
in TN.
True
Don't know
False

....
N

00

9. Pine plantations are not suitable habitat for wildlife.
True

False

Don't know

10. Forestry practices such as thinning and burning can be
advantageous for wildlife.
True

False

Don't know

11 . Each phase of forest succession is sure to benefit some
type of wildlife .
True

False

Don't know

12. In general, staggering cuts over time on large tracts of
land (>100 acres), will enhance wildlife habitat diversity.
True
False
Don't know
13. Riparian buffers protect water quality by:
(Check all that apply)

15. When planted on logging roads for erosion control , native
warm season grasses (e.g. big bluestem, indian grass,
switch grass, eastern gama grass) are much better for
wildlife than fescue . (Circle)
True

Don't know

False

16. Where do the majority of erosion problems come from in
logging operations? (Please choose one)
Roads & skid trails
__ Clear-cutting

_ _ Thinning
Don't know

17. What is the primary reason for implementing Best
Management Practices (BMPs)? (Please choose one)
Control wildfire
Prevent soil erosion
__ Maximize biodiversity

__ Stabilizing the streambank
__ Shading the stream (protection from thermal
pollution)

Don't know

__ Filtering excess nutrients removing pollutants
_ _ Maximizing biodiversity
Don't know/Not Sure
14. Riparian buffers can be a source of economic gain as
well as environmental benefit for landowners. (Circle)

GJ.
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False

Don't know
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SECTION THREE

1. Do you have any concerns about the way the forests in your

region are being treated? (Circle)
Yes
No
(Go to QUESTION 2)
If yes , please indicate the extent to which the following forestry
issues concern you : (Circle)
Not at All
Very Much

2. To what extent do each of the following forest issues
concern you? (Circle)

Very Much

Not at All

Timber harvesting

1

2

3

4

5

Wildlife

1

2

3

4

5

Too much timber cutting

1

2

3

4

5

Conservation

1

2

3

4

5

Improper logging practices

1

2

3

4

5

Water quality

1

2

3

4

5

Loss of beauty/scenery

1

2

3

4

5

Forest health

1

2

3

4

5

Too much private development

1

2

3

4

5

Livestock/grazing

1

2

3

4

5

Diseases/Insects destroying the
trees
Amount of forest decreasing

1

2

3

4

5

Landowner liability

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Taxes

1

2

3

4

5

Chipmilling taking too much wood

1

2

3

4

5

Wildfire

1

2

3

4

5

Loss of wildlife habitat

1

2

3

4

5

Clearcutting

1

2

3

4

5

Poor markets for forest products

1

2

3

4

5

Forest aesthetics

1

2

3

4

5

Too much regulation on forestry
practices

1

2

3

4

5

Forest recreation

1

2

3

4

5

Impacts of forestry on wildlife
habitat

1

2

3

4

5

Increase in exotic (non-native)
species

1

2

3

4

5

Other:

Other:

G3.
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3. Do you object to the practice of clearcutting?
(Please circle)
Yes

No

4. If you knew the trees would grow back after a clearcut,
would you think that clearcutting should be permitted on:

Don't know/Not sure

If YES, what are the MAIN reasons for your objection?
(Check)

PLEASE CIRCLE
Land owned by individuals:
Yes

__ Tree cutting destroys beauty
__ Too much of it being done

Yes

No opinion

No

Don't Know

No opinion

Land owned by the government such as National Forests:
Yes

__ Threatens ecological diversity

No

Don't Know

No opinion

__ Trees won't grow back

4a. Should clearcuts be limited to a certain size (acres) on:
(Circle)

__ Changes from natural to forest plantation

Federal Land or National Forests

Yes

No

DK

__ Takes too long for trees to grow back

State Forests

Yes

No

DK

__ Threatens endangered species

Private Land
If YES, what size? (acres)

Yes

No

DK

Other reason: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

G3.

Don't Know

Land owned by lumber or paper companies:

__ Destroys wildlife habitat
__ Increases global warming

No

Federal Land or National Forests

acres

State Forests

acres

Private Land

acres

(Continued)
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5. Many forest management issues involve difficult trade-offs
between environmental and economic considerations.
Which of the following statements best describe your
view? (Please check only one)
__ The highest priority should be given to protecting
the environment, even if it hurts the economy.
_ _ Both the environment and the economy are
important but the environment should come first.
_ _ Both the environment and the economy are
important but the economy should come first.
_ _ The highest priority should be given to economic
considerations such as jobs even if it hurts the
environment.
_ _ The environment and the economy should be
given equal consideration since they are
interrelated.
Don't know/Not sure.
No comment.

G3.
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SECTION FOUR

1. Are you a resident of Tennessee?

Yes

No

If NO, in what state do you reside?_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

2. Gender:

Male

Female

3. Occupation: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __
4. Are you directly involved in forest management on:
(Check all that apply)
Other Private Land

Your Land
__ Industry Land

Public Land

None of the Above

5. Do you or anyone in your household work in a forestry or
wildlife related field? (Circle)
Yes

No

6. What is the highest level of education you have
completed? (Please check only one)

8. What is your total annual household income, before
taxes? (Please check only one)

__ Less than high school graduate (0 - 11)

_ _ Under $10,000

__ High school graduate (12)

__ $10,001 to $19,999

Don't wish to answer

__ Some college

__ $20,000 to $24,999

Don't know

_ _ Trade/TechnicalNocational training

_ _ $25,000 to $29,999

__ College graduate

_ _ $30,000 to $49,999

__ Post graduate work/degree

_ _ $50,000 to $74,999

Don't wish to answer
7. Do you participate in: (Please check all that apply)

_ _ $75,000 or more

9. What percent of your 1997 household income came from
forest land, if any? _ _ _ _ __

__ Hunting

__ Observing Wildlife

10. Are you a farmer? (Circle)

__ Fishing

__ Hiking

_ _ Camping

__ Mountain Biking

10a. If YES, are you a full-time or part-time farmer?
(Check)
Full-time
Part-time

__ Other forest recreation activity: _ _ _ _ __

Yes

No

10b. If YES , did you have an agricultural income of $1,000
or more in 1997? (Check)
YES
NO
Don't know

Don't wish to answer

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION!
YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE ESSENTIAL TO OUR STUDY.
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